Syntacticization of Topic in Japanese and Mandarin Students' English: A Test of Rutherford's Model by Duff, Patricia Ann
OCCASIONAL PAPER #12 
1985 
SYNTACTICIZATION OF TOPIC 
N JAPANESE AND MANDARIN STUDENTS' 
LISH: A TEST OF RUTHERFORD'S MODEL 
Patricia Ann Duff 
DEPARTMENT OF ENGLISH AS A SECOND WGUAGE 
UNIVERSITY OF HAWAII AT W O A  
o c c A s I o N A L  P A P E R  S E R I E S  
In recent years, a number of graduate students in the Department 
of English as a Second Language have selected the thesis option 
as part of their Master of Arts degree progran. Their research 
has covered a wide range of areas in second language learning and 
teaching. Many of these studies have attracted interest from 
others in the fieldr and in order to make these theses more 
widely availabler selected titles are now published in the 
Occasional Paper Series. This series, a supplement to the 
departmental publication Workinq Papersr may also include reports 
of research by members of the ESL faculty. Publication of the 
Occasional Paper Series is underwritten by a grant from the Ruth 
Crymes Scholarship Fund. A list of available titles and prices 
may be obtained from the department and is also included in each issue 
of Workinq Papers. 
The reports published in the Occasional Paper Series have the 
status of n*progress reportsnn, and may be published elsewhere in 
revised form. 
Occasional Faper #12 is an HA thesis by Patricia Ann Duff. Her 
-
thesis comm~ttee members were Craig Chaudron (chair), Jean 
Gibsonr and Richard Schmidt. This work should be cited as 
follows: 
DUFFr Patricia Ann. 1985. Syntacticization of Topic in Japanese and 
Mandarin Students1 English: A Test of Rutherfordns Model. 
Occasional Paper #12. Honolulu: Department of English as a 
Second Languager mversity of Hawaii at Manoa* 
Rutherford (1983) d r a f t e d  a  two-part model t o  account 
f o r  t h e  s y n t a c t i c i z a t i o n  of Topic i n  t h e  Engl i sh  of 
Japanese  and Mandarin l e a r n e r s .  For Japanese, he c h a r t e d  
t h e  a c q u i s i t i o n  of Engl i sh  e x i s t e n t i a l  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  wi th  
ou t  of e a r l i e r  t o p i c a l i z e d  l o c a t i v e  express ions .  He 
c h a r a c t e r i z e d  Mandarin l e a r n e r s 1  development i n  terms of 
t h e  evo lu t ion  of S u b j e c t s  from e a r l i e r  e x i s t e n t i a l s  and 
Topic-Comment c o n s t r u c t i o n s .  
I m p l i c i t  i n  R u t h e r f o r d ls  model a r e  assumptions 
concerning (1) t h e  r o l e  of t r a n s f e r  i n  second language 
a c q u i s i t i o n ;  ( 2 )  t y p o l o g i c a l  d i s t i n c t i o n s  between Eng l i sh r  
Japanese ,  and Mandarin based on t h e  r o l e s  of  Topic and 
Subjec t ;  and ( 3 )  t h e  n a t u r a l n e s s  of t h e  developmental  s h i f t  
from Topic Prominence t o  Subjec t  Prominence. Th i s  
t h e o r e t i c a l  background was reviewed t o  prov ide  r a t i o n a l e  
f o r  RutherÂ£ord l  c la ims  and mot iva t ion  f o r  t h e  hypotheses  
t e s t e d  i n  t h e  p r e s e n t  s tudy .  
Wri t t en  composi t ions  of 105 Japanese  (J)  and 105 
Mandarin ( M I  l e a r n e r s I  whose p r o f i c i e n c y  ranged from TOEFL 
450-59gr were examined. Analysis  of v a r i a n c e  was used t o  
determine t h e  e f f e c t  of t h e  independent v a r i a b l e s  of  f i r s t  
language and p r o f i c i e n c y  on t h e  dependent, v a r i a b l e  of 
s y n t a c t i c i z a t i o n  of Topic. 
I n  g e n e r a l r  Ru the r fo rd ' s  model was no t  suppor ted  by 
s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  r e s u l t s r  a l though  t h e  d a t a  
revea led  t r e n d s  i n  t h e  p r e d i c t e d  d i r e c t i o n  f o r  most 
measures. The s tudy  d i d I  howeverr p rov ide  s t a t i s t i c a l  
suppor t  f o r  d i f f e r e n c e s  between language groups i n  t h e  
produc t ion  of p a s s i v e s  (J > M I I  Subject- verb agreement 
(J  > M) PRO-drop (14 > J) and s e r i a l  ve rbs  (M > J ) ;  
p r o f i c i e n c y  d i d  n o t  have a s i g n i f i c a n t  main e f f e c t  i n  a l l  
of t h e s e  c a s e s  though. 
The r e s u l t s  cou ld  be  expla inedI  in p a r t r  by typolo-  
g i c a l  d i f f e r e n c e s  between Japanese  and Mandarin. Howeverr 
it was noted t h a t  t h e  r e sea rch  ques t ions  might be  addressed 
more s a t i s f a c t o r i l y  by conducting f u r t h e r  s t u d i e s  wi th  
l e a r n e r s  a t  lower l e v e l s  of p r o f i c i e n c y I  and by examining 
o r a l  p roduc t ion  d a t a I  i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  w r i t t e n  da t a .  
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 
. . . Recent ly  when I was t a l k i n g  t o  a f r i e n d ,  I 
at tempted t o  s a y  i n  Engl i sh  t h a t  a l a r g e  
p ropor t ion  of t h e  popu la t ion  of H a w a i i  is o f  Asian 
e x t r a c t i o n .  My f i r s t  u t t e r a n c e  was "Hawaii . . ., " 
because of t r a n s f e r  from my f i r s t  language,  
Japanese.  That  is, i n  Japanese ,  a  t o p i c a l i z e d  
noun is l i k e l y  t o  be  p laced  a t  t h e  beginning of a 
sen tence ,  l i k e  
hawai i  wa a j i a - j i n  ga  o o i  
H a w a i i  TOP Asians  SUBJ many 
'Regarding Hawaii, Asian people  a r e  manyt= 
There a r e  many Asians i n  Hawaii 
This  t o p i c - i n i t i a l i z a t i o n  tendency is 
t r a n s f e r r e d  i n t o  my Engl i sh  i n t e r l anguage .  
I n s t a n t l y ,  I recognized t h a t  I could n o t  go 
on t o  c o n s t i t u t e  a  grammatical  sen tence ,  because 
Engl i sh  does n o t  have a  s p e c i f i c  s y n t a c t i c ] l e x i c a l  
d e v i c e  (e.g., p o s t p o s i t i o n a l  p a r t i c l e )  t h a t  marks 
a  s e n t e n t i a l  t o p i c ,  and n e i t h e r  does  it a l low a  
t o p i c a l  noun p h r a s e  wi thout  ca se .  I t h u s  was 
ob l iged  t o  r e s t a t e  t h e  p r o p o s i t i o n ,  changing 
"Hawaii* i n t o  t h e  l o c a t i v e  " In  Hawaii, . . ." and 
I f i n i s h e d  by say ing ,  ". . . t h e r e  a r e  many 
Asians." I d i d  n o t  t h ink  of marking "Hawaii* f o r  
a  l o c a t i v e  c a s e  i n i t i a l l y ,  because i n  t h e  
corresponding -Japanese s en t ence  "Hawaiin i s  n o t  
marked f o r  case. I n  a word, when I s t a r t e d  
v e r b a l i z i n g ,  I d i d  n o t  have a  c l e a r  i dea  what s o r t  
o f  s en t ence  I was going t o  u t t e r  and j u s t  fo l lowed 
a  t y p i c a l  Japanese  s t r a t e g y  of c a s e  marking and 
t o p i c  i n i t i a l i z a t i o n  (Sasak i  l985:8) . [ n o t e  1 1  
Overview 
When c e r t a i n  p a t t e r n s  of l i n g u i s t i c  behavior  occur 
s u f f i c i e n t l y  f r e q u e n t l y  i n  second language a c q u i s i t i o n  
d a t a ,  r e s e a r c h e r s  a t t empt  t o  de te rmine  t h e i r  p o s s i b l e  
sou rces  with-some exp lana to ry  power: t h a t  is, whether t hey  
a r e  (1) s t r i c t l y  developmental  ( i n  a  non- bio log ica l  s e n s e ) ,  
i n  t h a t  t h e y  a r e  sha red  by l e a r n e r s  from a  v a r i e t y  of 
1 
language backgrounds and a r e  second language ( ~ 2 ) - s p e c i f i c  (and a r e  t h u s  a  r e s u l t  of t h e  language s t r u c t u r e  i n  t h e  
i n p u t )  ; (2 )  whether they  a r e  a consequence of l i n g u i s t i c  
s t r u c t u r e s  and parameters  i n  t h e  f i r s t  language ( L l ) ,  which 
a r e  t r a n s f e r r e d  t o  t h e  L2, and a r e  t h u s  ~ 1 - s p e c i f i c ;  (3 )  
whether they  a r e  a  product  of u n i v e r s a l  grammatical  
p r i n c i p l e s  of n a t u r a l  languages,  which a r e  a t t e s t e d  i n  
developmental  s t u d i e s  of bo th  L l  and L2 a c q u i s i t i o n  (SLA), 
d i a c h r o n i c  language change, p i d g i n i z a t i o n  and c r e o l i z a t i o n ;  
o r  (4 )  whether t hey  a r e  a  combination o r  i n t e r a c t i o n  of t h e  
above and o the r  f a c t o r s ,  such as p s y c h o l i n g u i s t i c  
p roces s ing  c o n s t r a i n t s  and markedness theory .  
A ques t ion  t h a t  has long been asked by and of t e a c h e r s  
and r e s e a r c h e r s  a l i k e  is r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  second p o i n t  above, 
namely, How do l e a r n e r s '  L l s  a f f e c t  t h e i r  second language 
a c q u i s i t i o n  (SLA)? I n  r e c e n t  y e a r s ,  a  smal l  s u b s e t  of 
a p p l i e d  l i n g u i s t s  who have aga in  been g rapp l ing  wi th  t h i s  
t o p i c  have come t o  recognize  language t y p o l o g i c a l  f e a t u r e s  
a s  a  p o t e n t i a l  sou rce  of t r a n s f e r ,  e s p e c i a l l y  a t  t h e  
d i s c o u r s e- s y n t a c t i c  and pragmat ic  l e v e l s  (e.g. ,  Huebner 
1979, 1982, 1983, 1985, Gass and S e l i n k e r  1983, Givon 1979, 
1984, Rutherford 1983, Eckman e t  al. 1904, H i l l e s  1985, 
White 1985) .  A s  Rutherford (1984b:146) no te s ,  
The p o i n t  of d e p a r t u r e  f o r  t y p o l o g i c a l l y  o r i e n t e d  
L2 t r a n s f e r  r e sea rch  is of course  t h e  fundamental  
assumption t h a t  t h e  d i f f e r e n t  formal shapes of I L  
syn tax  w i l l  be  t r a c e a b l e  i n  p a r t ,  and i n  vary ing  
degrees ,  t o  t h e  i n t e r s e c t i o n  of L l  and L2 
typo log ie s .  
Researchers  observe t h a t  a s p e c t s  of g l o b a l  
t y p o l o g i c a l  o r g a n i z a t i o n  i n  t h e  L l  can be  unwi t t i ng ly  
c a r r i e d  over i n t o  SLA, p a r t l y  due t o  t h e  c o m p a t i b i l i t y  of 
pragmat ic  s t r a t e g i e s  w i t h  o t h e r  c o n s t r a i n i n g  f a c t o r s  i n  
language development, such a s  t h o s e  l i s t e d  above. 
Therefore ,  i n  address ing  t h e  age-old r e sea rch  q u e s t i o n  
concerning t r a n s f e r ,  it is now apparen t  t h a t  r e s e a r c h e r s  
should a l s o  examine t h e  degree  t o  which t r a n s f e r  of  a given 
t y p o l o g i c a l  parameter is  n a t u r a l ,  unmarked, p roduc t ive ,  and 
c o n s i s t e n t  wi th  o t h e r  p r i n c i p l e s  of language change. 
Secondly, i n  conducting r e sea rch  of t h i s  t ype ,  they  
exp lo re  t h e  d i r e c t  and i n d i r e c t  l i n g u i s t i c  r e f l e x e s  of t h e  
t r a n s f e r  e f f e c t ,  i n  terms of L2 forms which a r e  adopted t o  
f u l f i l l  t h e  d i s c o u r s e- s y n t a c t i c  f u n c t i o n s  assumed by o t h e r  
s t r u c t u r e s  i n  t h e  L l -  
I t  is t h b s  claimed t h a t  L l  d i s cou r se- leve l  syn tax ,  a s  
determined by language typology,  i n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  c o n s t r a i n s  
SLA i n  p o s s i b l y  a  more far- reaching and p e r s i s t e n t  manner 
than  s u r f a c e  syn tax  a lone  does. S ince  each t y p o l o g i c a l  
parameter i s  u s u a l l y  a s soc i a t ed  wi th  a  c l u s t e r i n g  of 
s t r u c t u r a l  and f u n c t i o n a l  p r o p e r t i e s r  it is p o t e n t i a l l y  a  
more powerful  sou rce  of t r a n s f e r l  and t h u s  a l s o  prov ides  a  
more powerful  exp lana t ion  f o r  a  number of t r a n s f e r  e f f e c t s  
h e r e t o f o r e  cons idered  t o  be  un re l a t ed .  
For examplel t r a n s f e r  of pragmat ic  s t r a t e g i e s  based 
on Topic Prominence i n  t h e  L l  can be r e f l e c t e d  i n  t h e  I L  
p roduc t ion  of Topic-Comment c o n s t r u c t i o n s l  o f t e n  wi thout  
S u b j e c t s  o r  v e r b  agreement. Thus ESL l e a r n e r s  f a l l  back 
on s t r a t e g i e s  developed i n  t h e  L l  t o  i n t roduce  g iven  (old1 
presupposed) r e f e r e n t s  and t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  them from 
a s s e r t i o n s  and new r e f e r e n t s *  even though t h e  L2 has 
d i f f e r e n t  grammatical  dev ices  t o  convey t h e  same pragmat ic  
in format ion .  Hencel l e a r n e r s  whose L l  d i s cou r se- leve l  
syn tax  has  grammaticized Topics (e .g . l  Japanese)  tend t o  
use  marked Topic-Comment c o n s t r u c t i o n s  (TCs) i n  ESL t o  make 
Topics s a l i e n t  i n  ways t h a t  a r e  p o s s i b l e  i n  t h e  L l .  Or i n  
languages  whose word o rde r  s i g n a l s  pragmat ic  informat ion 
(e.g. l  Mandarinl Hmong), such t h a t  p r e v e r b a l  informat ion 
au toma t i ca l ly  has  d e f i n i t e  r e f e rence l  an I L  paradigm of ESL 
a r t i c l e  usage l ack ing  d e f i n i t e  a r t i c l e s  f o r  S u b j e c t s  is 
evidence of ano the r  f u n c t i o n a l  t r a n s f e r  e f f e c t l  i n  t h i s  
c a s e  of pragmat ic  word order .  
I t  i s  unders tandable  t h a t  a l l  L2 l e a r n e r s  might a t  
some p o i n t  employ t o p i c a l i z a t i o n  o r  a r t i c l e  d e l e t i o n  a s  a  
pragmat ic  means of s imp l i fy ing  syn tax  and f a c i l i t a t i n g  
communication. However, t h e  cons i s t ency  and p e r s i s t e n c e  of 
t h e  TC usage i n  t h e  ESL of n a t i v e  speake r s  of  languages 
which a r e  Topic Prominent is s a i d  t o  b e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of 
t h o s e  l e a r n e r s '  p roduc t ion l  compared w i t h  t h e  produc t ion  of 
n a t i v e  speakers  of  more Subjec t  Prominent languages. 
I n  t h e  ESL of Japanese  (J) and blandarin ( M )  s t u d e n t s l  
f o r  examplel s e v e r a l  s t u d i e s  r e p o r t  a  tendency f o r  M 
speake r s  t o  use  an abundance of Topic-Comment (TC) 
c o n s t r u c t i o n s  whichl a t  t h e  e a r l i e s t  s t a g e s l  do n o t  r e f l e c t  
o r  match t h e  b a s i c  Subjec t- Pred ica te  s t r u c t u r e  of Engl i sh  
s en t ences ;  t h i s  i n t e r l a n g u a g e  (11,) f e a t u r e  is a l s o  claimed 
f o r  J l e a r n e r s  (Schachte r  and Rutherford 197g1 Rutherford 
1 9 8 3 ) #  bu t  t o  a  l e s s e r  e x t e n t .  The same e f f e c t  of Topic 
Prominence is not  seen i n  t h e  I L s  of speakers  from o t h e r  
language groupsl  thoughl a s  determined by comparisons wi th  
Arabic and Spanish d a t a .  I t  is argued t h a t  when O r i e n t a l  
l e a r n e r s  of Engl ish  (e.g: l  Hmongl Koreanl J l  M) produce 
I L  s en t ences  of a  primarily TC n a t u r e l  t h i s  can be 
a t t r i b u t e d  t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  L l s  a r e l  g e n e r a l l y  
speaking,  more 'Topic Prominentn than  'Subject  Prominent, '  
accord ing  t o  L i  and Thompson's t y p o l o g i c a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  
(1976) .  
Not on ly  is  t h e r e  an apparent  e f f e c t  f o r  1,1 type! 
t h e r e  appears  a l s o  t o  be  an e f f e c t  f o r  L2 p r o f i c i e n c y  on 
t h e  degree  t o  which an I L  w i l l  be moulded by t h e  Ll-based 
s t r a t e g i e s .  Thus, i n  r e sea rch  of t h i s  na tu re ,  it is u s e f u l  
t o  cons ide r  t h e  d i a c h r o n i c  s y n t a c t i c i z a t i o n  p roces s  of 
d i s cou r se- leve l  s y n t a c t i c  f e a t u r e s ,  a s  i n  l o n g i t u d i n a l  c a s e  
s t u d i e s  (e.g., Euebner 1979) o r ,  a l t e r n a t e l y "  t o  look a t  
c r o s s- s e c t i o n a l  d a t a  of l e a r n e r s  a t  v a r i o u s  l e v e l s  of  L2 
p ro f i c i ency .  The s t u d y  which t h i s  t h e s i s  p r i n c i p a l l y  
pursues ,  and which w i l l  b e  p re sen ted  below, is a  c ros s-  
s e c t i o n a l  a n a l y s i s  of  t h e  development toward Sub jec t  
Prominence by J and M l e a r n e r s  of ESL. 
1 . 2  R u t h e r f o r d l s  Model 
Rutherford (1983) examined w r i t t e n  d a t a  of ESL 
l e a r n e r s  i n  an American u n i v e r s i t y  con tex t ,  and was a b l e  t o  
d e r i v e  more s p e c i f i c  conc lus ions  about t h e  J and M t r a n s f e r  
e f f e c t .  Ee d r a f t e d  a  t e n t a t a v e  bu t  t e s t a b l e  model t o  
concep tua l i ze  t h e  s y n t a c t i c i z a t i o n  p roces ses  which a r e  
r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  of J and M l ea rne r s !  bu t  a l s o , .  which 
r e f l e c t  c e r t a i n  d i f f e r e n c e s  between t h e  two groups a s -w e l l .  
To summarize h i s  f i n d i n g s ,  a t  t h e  lowest  p r o f i -  
c iency  l e v e l s  r ep re sen ted  i n  h i s  d a t a ,  M l e a r n e r s  (whose L l  
is of t h e  a t t e s t e d  'Topic Prominentn t ype )  produce many 
c o n s t r u c t i o n s  t h a t  a r e  fundamentally TCs, of  t h e  t ype  
t y p i c a l l y  found i n  Mandarin Chinese (L i  and Thompson 1976, 
1981, Barry 1975, Xu and Langendoen 1985);  t h e s e  TCs o f t e n  
have unexpressed S u b j e c t s  and l i t t l e  v e r b a l  morphology. 
L a t e r ,  Sub jec t  is produced i n  s u r f a c e  s t r u c t u r e ,  fo l lowing 
t h e  Topic, a s  i n  l e f t - d i s l o c a t i o n s  and 'double Sub jec t n  
c o n s t r u c t i o n s .  Next, e x i s t e n t i a l  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  w i th  t h e r e  
evolve and t h e s e  a r e  used i n  v a r i o u s  ways ( a p p a r e n t l y  
r e f l e c t i n g  d i f f e r e n t  p r o f i c i e n c y  l e v e l s ) ,  t o  i n t r o d u c e  new 
Topics. The e x i s t e n t i a l s  develop p r o g r e s s i v e l y ,  a long with  
i n f i n i t i v a l  complements and r e l a t i v e  c l auses .  I n  t h e  l a s t  
s t a g e s ,  t h e  f u n c t i o n  of a s  a  s y n t a c t i c i z e d  dummy 
Sub jec t  w i th  a  grammatical  p r e d i c a t e  is l ea rned ,  and 
f i n a l l y ,  t h e  Topic and Sub jec t  f u n c t i o n s  converge. 
J l e a r n e r s ,  however, (whose L l  is of t h e  dua l  'Topic 
Prominent and Sub jec t  Prominentn t ype )  a l s o  t o p i c a l i z e  
elements q u i t e  f r e e l y  a t  t h e  lower l e v e l s ,  b u t ,  Rutherford 
c la ims ,  t h e r e  a r e  bo th  q u a l i t a t i v e  and q u a n t i t a t i v e  
differences in the way J and M learners present topical 
material. The quantitative difference is in terms of the 
sheer number of total Topic-Comment constructions used by 
the two groups; M learners produce more TCs than J. 
Qualitatively, however, Rutherford notes that J tend 
characteristically to introduce Topics with locative 
expressions, such as in sentence-initial prepositional 
phrases with the preposition b. There is, at the same 
time, some overIap in the M and J IL usage in the sense 
that J also use existentials in a way that reflects their 
L2 development, but most typically they occur together with 
a locative expression. 
Another reported difference is that J produce more 
extraposition with & than M, and the construction is said 
to introduce future Topics. This tendency for J to 
"overproducen (or novergeneralizen) dummy Subjects in ESL, 
both & and um pronouns, has been attributed to the 
notion that J language structure has word order with both 
grammatical and pragmatic functions, whereas Chinese 
reserves word order for pragmatic purposes (Thompson 1978, 
Rutherford 1983). Rutherford thus posits differences in Ll 
typological parameters, such as Topic Prominence and 
~rammatical/Pragmatic word Order, as a way of explaining IL 
differences between the two groups. 
1.3 The Task of Syntacticizing Topics in SLA 
The task faced by these ESL learners whose Lls are not 
Subject Prominent is to gradually acquire the English 
Subject-Predicate configuration by 'syntacticizingn the Ll 
base structure (Givon 1979); this is achieved when the 
behavioral properties (e-g., deletion, movement, control of 
coreference) and coding properties (e.g., position, case- 
marking, agreement) of English Subjects (cf. Cole et al. 
1980, Keenan 1976) are mastered. One of the obvious 
properties of English Subjects is that, unlike Subjects in 
PRO-drop languages (e.g., J, M, Spanish), they must be 
overtly expressed in surface syntax (see White 1984, 1985, 
Rilles 1985, Zobl 1985b, Duff 1985, concerning the PD 
parameter in second language acquisition) . The most 
obvious coding property of English Subjects is the Subject- 
verb agreement concerning which Givon (1979:209-210) 
writes: 
one of the most acclaimed properties of subjects, 
that of, arammatical aareement on the verb, is 
fundamentally a towic property, and . . . it 
arises diachronically via the reanalysis of topic 
into subject and --simultaneously-- of an 
anaphoric pronoun into a (normally verb-bound) 
agreement morpheme . . . One must rememberr 
howeverr that English has both SUBJECT and TOPIC 
constructionsr and that they serve normally 
different discourse functions. Thus the 
grammaticalization of topics into subjects does 
not mean that the language has lost the topic 
constructionr but only that it has gained 
grammatical agreement as an added morphological 
coding proDerty for its grammatical subject. 
Givon notes that in this process of syntactici~ation~ 
found in diachronic and ontogenetic studies of language 
development, in the creolization of Pidgins, as well as in 
SLAr there is a tightening up of syntax; constructions 
which were formerly organized to maximize pragmatic 
functions become grammaticized: word order becomes more 
rigid; there is an emergence of surface morphology such as 
agreement markers; and relative clauses develop out of TCsr 
conditional constructionsr and interrogatives (cf. Haiman 
1978). The ways and degree to which learners from 
particular languages accomplish and evidence this 
syntacticization appearsr howeverr to depend on the extent 
to which their Ll was syntactici~ed~ in Givon's (1979) 
sense of the word (L2 input considerations aside); and the 
effect of the differential syntacticization is reflected in 
the L2 forms used developnentally to achieve the Ll 
discourse functions. 
1.4 Purpose of the Thesis: Statement of the Problem 
The aim of this thesis is (1) to review some of the 
descriptionsr explanationsr and predictions that have been 
proposed to account for Ll discourse-syntactic transfer and 
the syntacticization of English ILr and ( 2 )  to conduct a 
data-based study to empirically determine the manner and 
extent to which language typology (i.e.# Topic versus 
Subject Prominence) constrains the acquisition of ESL. The 
need to test Rutherford's (1983) model arises from several 
weaknesses this author has identified in the research 
methodology in Rutherford's pilot studyr and also 
importantly, because no known research has attempted to 
replicate the study or to test the proposed hypotheses 
in a study with a rigorous design. 
The three primary research questions addressed in 
this thesis are as follows: 
(1) What is t h e  e f f e c t  of t h e  independent v a r i a b l e s  
of L l  ( Japanese  o r  Mandarin) and p r o f i c i e n c y  l e v e l  on t h e  
dependent v a r i a b l e  of s y n t a c t i c i z a t i o n  of Topic i n  ESL? 
( 2 )  To what e x t e n t  does Ru the r fo rd ' s  (1983) model 
c a p t u r e  and p r e d i c t  t h e s e  e f f e c t s ?  
( 3 )  Eow is  t h e  claimed t r a n s f e r  e f f e c t  of Topic 
Prominence c o n s i s t e n t  wi th  o t h e r  c o n s t r a i n t s  on language 
development? 
1.5 S i g n i f i c a n c e  of t h i s  Research 
The s i g n i f i c a n c e  of t h i s  l i n e  of r e sea rch  is t h a t  it 
c o n t r i b u t e s  t o  a  b e t t e r  unders tanding,  d e s c r i p t i o n l  and 
account  of p roces ses  i n  SLA and p a t t e r n s  t h a t  occur i n  J 
and M a c q u i s i t i o n  d a t a .  I t  assumes t h e  importance of 
- 
a c c u r a t e l y  concep tua l i z ing ,  e x p l a i n i n g r  and p r e d i c t i n g  
proposed IL developmental  s t a q e s ,  and a l s o  advocates 
i x p i i c i t  and sound- r e sea rch  m~thodo logy  i n  o b j e c t i v e l y  
t e s t i n g  t h e  p r e d i c t i o n s .  The r e s e a r c h  p o r t i o n  of t h i s  
t h e s i s  is an a t tempt  t o  improve on t h e  methodology of t h e  
p rev ious  s t u d i e s  by exp la in ing  sampling and coding 
procedures#  c o n t r o l  v a r i a b l e s l  and a n a l y s e s r  a s  well a s  t h e  
i n t e r a c t i o n  of t h e  independent v a r i a b l e s  of L l  group and 
language p r o f i c i e n c y  wi th  t h e  s e l e c t e d  dependent measures 
of s y n t a c t i c i z a t i o n .  Add i t i ona l ly l  t h e  s tudy  a t t empt s  t o  
p rov ide  r e s u l t s  which show more c l e a r l y  than  Rutherford 
(1983) has ,  t h e  i n t e r r e l a t i o n s h i p s  and i n t e r a c t i o n  among 
t h e  d i f f e r e n t  proposed s t a g e s  of s y n t a c t i c i z a t i o n .  The 
p o s s i b l e  r o l e  of e x p l e t i v e s  (dummy Sub jec t s )  and t h e  
a c q u i s i t i o n  of agreement a s  t r i g g e r s  i n  t h e  s h i f t  from 
Topic t o  Sub jec t  Prominence w i l l  a l s o  be  addressed.  While 
H i l l e s  (1985) and Rutherford (1983) have examined t h e  
e x p l e t i v e- t r i g g e r  hypo thes i s r  t h e  f u n c t i o n  of agreement has  
n o t  g e n e r a l l y  been examined adequately .  
I n  s h o r t ,  t h i s  work pursues  what many r e s e a r c h e r s  
c u r r e n t l y  c o n s i d e r  t o  be a  promising a r e a  of SLA i n v e s t i -  
g a t i o n  which c o n s i d e r s  t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n  of p r o p e r t i e s  of 
u n i v e r s a l  grammar wi th  language- typological  and language- 
s p e c i f i c  p r o p e r t i e s  i n  t h e  development of i n t e r i m  ( I L )  
grammars and t h e  product ion of a  second language. 
1.6. O r g a n i z a t i o n  o f  t h e  T h e s i s  
The t h e s i s  is o r g a n i z e d  a s  fo l lows .  Chapter  11 
p r e s e n t s  a  l i t e r a t u r e  review r e l a t e d  t o  t h r e e  fundamenta l  
sets  of  q u e s t i o n s  u n d e r l y i n g  t h i s  r e s e a r c h :  (1) What is 
t r a n s f e r ,  what a r e  i ts  effects,  and how is it c o n s t r a i n e d  
by o t h e r  p r i n c i p l e s  and p r o c e s s e s  of l anguage  a c q u i s i t i o n ?  
( 2 )  What is a p r a g m a t i c  and grammat ica l  d e s c r i p t i o n  of 
Top ic  Prominence and s u b j e c t  Prominencef and how a r e  t h e s e  
c o n s t r u c t s  r e f l e c t e d  i n  t h e  grammars of E n g l i s h ,  J, and M? 
( 3 )  How is t h e  p r o c e s s  of  s y n t a c t i c i z a t i o n  c h a r a c t e r i z e d  
i n  s t u d i e s  of  d i a c h r o n i c  language change,  and i n  L l  and L2 
a c q u i s i t i o n ?  
Chapter  I11 p r e s e n t s  t h e  r e s e a r c h  methodology used t o  
t e s t  R u t h e r f o r d ' s  model, and t h e  a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e  d a t a .  
Chap te r  I V  d e s c r i b e s  t h e  r e s u l t s  of  t h e  s t u d y f  and Chapter  
V d i s c u s s e s  t h e  main f i n d i n g s .  L a s t l y ,  i n  Chap te r  V I  t h e  
answers  t o  t h e  r e s e a r c h  q u e s t i o n s  a r e  ' summarized and 
c o n c l u s i o n s  a r e  s t a t e d *  
1.7 L i m i t a t i o n s  of  t h i s  Work 
I n  r e s e a r c h i n g  an  a r e a  of  SLA which h a s  a s  many 
complex subcomponents a s  t h i s  onef  it is i m p o s s i b l e  t o  
f u r n i s h  a  comple te  t r e a t m e n t  of e a c h  r e l a t e d  i s s u e *  The 
t h e s i s  w i l l ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  h i g h l i g h t  what a r e  c o n s i d e r e d  t o  be  
t h e  most i m p o r t a n t  a r e a s ,  and p r o v i d e  r e f e r e n c e s  t o  more 
comprehensive a c c o u n t s  of  t h e  phenomena i n  q u e s t i o n  
wherever  p o s s i b l e .  
CHAPTER I1 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
T h i s  is concerned wi th  answering, i n  t u r n ,  
t h e  q u e s t i o n s  posed i n  Chapter  I. These a r e :  (1) How does 
t r a n s f e r  o p e r a t e  i n  SLA? (2)  I n  what ways can Engl ish ,  31 
and M b e  cons idered  Topic and/or Sub jec t  Prominent? 
(3)  How do n a t u r a l  languages g e n e r a l l y  evolve from Topic 
Prominence t o  Sub jec t  Prominence? 
2.1 T r a n s f e r  
I n  t h i s  s e c t i o n ,  we f i r s t  i n t roduce  t h e  concept of  
t r a n s f e r ,  e s p e c i a l l y  a s  it is used i n  terms of t h e  
c o n s t r a i n t s  of  Ll  f e a t u r e s  o r  t y p o l o g i c a l  parameters  i n  
SLA. Second, we d i s c u s s  how p a s t  s t u d i e s  have i n t e r p r e t e d  
I L  phenomena i n  terms of t r a n s f e r  e f f e c t s  o r  c o n s t r a i n t s .  
Thi rd ,  we- n o t i c e  how t r a n s f e r  might b e  o p e r a t i v e  a t  t h e  
l e v e l  o f  t y p o l o g i c a l  pa rame t r i c  v a r i a t i o n ?  h e r e  i n  terms of 
d i s c o u r s e- l e v e l  syntax.  
We then  examine s e v e r a l  t y p o l o g i c a l  parameters  which 
have been proposed i n  r ecen t  SLA s t u d i e s  .as p o s s i b l e  
sou rces  of L l  t r a n s f e r  i n  I L .  W e  w i l l  summarize t h e  r o l e  
t h a t  L l  s e t t i n g s  might p l a y  i n  t h e  a c q u i s i t i o n  of L2 
parameter  s e t t i n g s ,  whether t h i s  is equ iva l en t  a c r o s s  t h e  
parameters  o r  whether some a r e  more powerful  o r  have more 
f f e c t s  i n  SLA than  o the r s .  The t y p o l o g i c a l  
r e f e r r e d  t o  a r e ,  roughly i n  o rde r  o f  in tended 
(1) Topic/Subject  Prominence (T/Sp; L i  and 
76) ; (2)  Pragmatic/Grammatical Word Order 
(P/GWO; Thompson 1978) ; (3)  PRO-drop (PD; Chomsky 1981, 
White 1984, 1985, H i l l e s  1985);  and ( 4 )  Canonical  Word 
Order (CWO; Greenberg 1966) .  Bas i ca l ly ,  a l l  f o u r  s h a r e  t h e  
common f o c u s  of t h e  s u r f a c e  s y n t a c t i c  r e a l i z a t i o n  of Topics 
and Sub jec t s ;  t h a t  is, they  a r e  n o t  on ly  concerned with  t h e  
b a s i c n e s s  of a f u n c t i o n  (e.g., S u b j e c t ) ,  bu t  a l s o  its zero  
o r  o v e r t  s u r f a c e  coding,  and i ts  p o s i t i o n  i n  Ll and I L  word 
order .  Other t y p o l o g i c a l  parameters  have been proposed i n  
t h e  t r a n s f e r  l i t e r a t u r e  (e.g., Eckman e t  a l .  1984, Gass and 
S e l i n k e r  1983) ,  bu t  f o r  t h e  purpose of t h e  s t u d y  i n  t h i s  
t h e s i s ,  t h o s e  mentioned above which a r e  concerned wi th  
S u b j e c t s ,  Topics ,  and word o rde r  i n  g e n e r a l  a r e  most 
r e l e v a n t .  
2.1.1 What is Transfer? 
In the past work on transfer, much attention was paid 
to the "interference" of Ll surface syntax and morphology 
(e.g.r in the production of the third-person "-sn morpheme 
in Englishr versus zero inflecti~n)~ and the explanation 
was essentially a behavioristic one: patterns which were 
conditioned in Ll were also produced in L2 (see Gass 1984 
for a review). Howeverr more recent work has incorporated 
the theoretical frameworks of such fields as cognitive 
psychology, generative grammar, and developmental psycho- 
linguisticsr and as a result, views the phenomenon in a 
more complex manner. Transfer effects are now considered 
to be less mechanical and more dynamic, integratedr and 
interactive with a number of other pervasive and powerful 
constraints on IL development. 
Rutherford and Altman (1985~5) capture the difference 
in orientation of traditional and current discussions of 
contrastive analysis and transfer in the following way: 
studies have moved away from straightforward 
comparison of a second-language learnerls IL and 
native language with respect to some strictly 
surface feature, and have instead begun 
investigating the possibility of more subtle 
influences of the Ll upon the shape of the IL 
. . . influencesr for exampler of Ll discourse 
functionr of lexical features, of syntactic 
processesr of abstract organizationr etc. 
It is the purpose of the following sections to examine 
the current descriptions and explanations for Ll transfer# 
and, on the basis of a review of this lit!eraturer to 
account for why transfer of Topic Prominence is likely to 
occur in ESL. 
Current accounts of language transfer define the 
phenomenon as 
a && QE constraints [emphasis mine] that one's 
previous knowledge imposes on the domain from 
which to select hypotheses about the new data one 
is attending to (Schachter 1983:104). 
Domain, as used herer refers to categories of abstract 
syntactic organization or knowledger such as clause and 
phrase typesr.and lexical categories (p. 103). 
However, t r a n s f e r  is no t  simply cons idered  t o  be an 
independent ly  ope ra t ing  p roces s  o r  s e t  of c o n s t r a i n t s ;  a s  
Zobl (1982) p o i n t s  o u t l  t r a n s f e r  is i t s e l f  c o n s t r a i n e d  by a  
number of o t h e r  i n t e r r e l a t e d  f a c t o r s  and processes ,  
i nc lud ing  l i n g u i s t i c  and p s y c h o l i n g u i s t i c  markedness 
(Ruther ford  1982, 1984b),  p rocess ing  o r  p a r s i n g  demanis 
(Zobl 1982) ,  (perce ived)  t y p o l o g i c a l  d i s t a n c e  and t h e  
n b o r r o w a b i l i t y n  of t h e  L l  w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  t h e  L2 ( c f .  Z0bl 
1985a, Kellerman 1983, 1984, Eckman 1981, S e l i g e r  1984, 
Corder 1983# Jo rdens  and Kellerman 1981) ,  and c o r e  grammar 
(Ruther ford  1984b, White 1984, 1985) .  
I n  t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  which fo l lows ,  a b r i e f  d e s c r i p t i o n  
w i l l  be g iven  of some g e n e r a l  e f f e c t s  of t r a n s f e r  i n  terms 
of overproduc t ionl  avoidancel  and pace of I L  development. 
Then, t h e  f a c t o r s  l i s t e d  above which a r e  s a i d  t o  c o n s t r a i n  
t r a n s f e r  w i l l  be  examined. 
2.1.2 Transfe r :  D i r e c t  and I n d i r e c t  E f f e c t s  
Rutherford (1984b) s ta tes  t h a t  t r a n s f e r  may eventua te  
i n  bo th  d i r e c t  and i n d i r e c t  e f f e c t s  i n  I L .  D i r e c t  e f f e c t s  
a r e  g e n e r a l l y  r e f l e c t e d  i n  t h e  produc t ion  of L2 s t r u c t u r e s  
wi th  a  more o r  l e s s  isomorphic correspondence wi th  t h e i r  L l  
c o u n t e r p a r t s .  Examples of d i r e c t  t r a n s f e r  e f f e c t s  a t  t h e  
d i s c o u r s e- s y n t a c t i c  l e v e l  a r e  t h e  l i t e r a l  t r a n s l a t i o n s  of 
TCs  i n t o  I L .  I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  c a s e s  of f a i r l y  t r a n s p a r e n t  
d i r e c t  e f f e c t s ,  however, t h e r e  a r e  many p o t e n t i a l ,  o f t e n  
s u b t l e ,  i n d i r e c t  e f f e c t s .  These can be desc r ibed  i n  terms 
of overproduct ion,  avoidance,  and pace of development. 
Schachter  (1983:104), c i t e d  abovel views hypothes i s  
t e s t i n g  a s  an i n t e g r a l  p a r t  of t r a n s f e r ,  a l though  t h a t  
p o s i t i o n  is n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  shared by o t h e r s  ( c f .  Gass and 
S e l i n k e r  1983) .  She p r e d i c t s ,  i n  ve ry  g e n e r a l  terms,  t h a t  
i n  second language l e a r n i n g  
Such phenomena as slower l e a r n i n g  . e m ,  
overproduct ion,  and choice  of wrong domain should 
be r e l a t i v e l y  more e v i d e n t  i n  t h e  d a t a  of a  
l e a r n e r  of an un re l a t ed  t a r g e t ,  whereas 
i n t e r f e r e n c e  ( cho ice  of c o r r e c t  domain bu t  wrong 
hypothes i s )  and p o s i t i v e  t r a n s f e r  ( cho ice  of 
c o r r e c t  domain and c o r r e c t  hypo thes i s )  should be  
more ev iden t  i n  t h e  d a t a  of one who l e a r n s  a  
r e l a t e d  language. 
S c h a c h t e r ls  work has shown how l e a r n e r s  may e i t h e r  
overproduce s t r u c t u r e s  f o r  f u n c t i o n a l  purposes r  o r  s imply 
avoid  producing them a l t o g e t h e r  due t o  t h e i r  apparen t  
d i f f i c u l t y .  An example Of overproduct ion was seen i n  
Japanese and Mandarin l e a r n e r s 1  f r e q u e n t  p roduc t ion  of I L  
a and u, which was unexpected s i n c e  dummy S u b j e c t s  do 
n o t  e x i s t  i n  t h e  L l s  (Schachter  and Rutherford 1979) .  The 
u s e  of t h e  term moverproduct ion"  i n  t h i s  con tex t  does n o t  
n e c e s s a r i l y  mean t h a t  t h e  l e a r n e r s  produce more s t r u c t u r e s  
of  a  g iven  type  than  n a t i v e  speakers  would (a l though  t h i s  
cou ld  b e  t e s t e d  wi th  comparisons wi th  normat ive  d a t a ) ,  bu t  
r a t h e r ,  t h a t  l e a r n e r s  adopt c e r t a i n  forms t o  f u l f i l l  t h e i r  
in tended  (i. e., t a r g e t l i k e )  f u n c t i o n r  and t h e  same forms 
a r e  overused o r  overgenera l ized  t o  f u l f i l l  o t h e r  f u n c t i o n s  
( e . g S r  t o p i c a l i z a t i o n )  a s  wel l .  
Also,  i n  Mandarin and Japanese  l e a r n e r s '  ESL, t h e  
avoidance of r e l a t i v e  c l a u s e  format ion  (RCF) was 
cons ide red  by Schachter  (1974) t o  be  a  consequence of t h e  
d i f f e r e n c e  between RCF i n  t h o s e  languages  and Engl ish ,  
which was a p p a r e n t l y  much g r e a t e r  t han  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  
between RCF i n  Arabic o r  Spanish and Engl ish .  I n  t h e  
former c a s e  ( i . e . ,  b! and J vs. E n g l i s h ) ,  t h e  branching 
d i r e c t i o n  is d i f f e r e n t ,  whereas i n  t h e  l a t t e r  c a s e  ( i - e . ,  
Arabic and Spanish vs. E n g l i s h ) ,  t h e  problem is more 
r e s t r i c t e d  t o  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  of resumptive r e l a t i v e  pronouns 
i n  r e l a t i v e  c l a u s e s  ( c f .  Flynn 1984 f o r  a  d i s c u s s i o n  of t h e  , 
e f f e c t s  of p r i n c i p a l  branching d i r e c t i o n  i n  SLA). Seve ra l  
o t h e r  r e s e a r c h e r s  have a l s o  d i scussed  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  r o l e  
and effects of avoidance i n  SLA [Kleinmann 1977, Hakuta 
1976, Schachte r  and R a r t  1979) .  
Zobl (1982) i d e n t i f i e s  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  t r a n s f e r  e f f e c t  
as n o t  on ly  a  ma t t e r  of overproduct ion,  avoidance,  and 
unique t y p e s  of e r r o r s  i n  I L  s t r u c t u r e s ,  bu t  more 
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  perhaps ,  t h a t  it is an SLA p a c e- s e t t e r  of 
s o r t s .  That  is, t h e  degree  of c o n t r a s t  o r  s i m i l a r i t y  of L l  
and L2 c o n s t r u c t i o n s  de te rmines  t h e  speed a t  which 
l e a r n e r s  p a s s  through c e r t a i n  i n e v i t a b l e  developmental  
s t a g e s .  We might e x t r a p o l a t e ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  t h a t  l e a r n e r s  of 
bo th  Tp and Sp languages w i l l  produce marked TCs i n  I L  ( s e e  
d i s c u s s i o n  below about  TC produc t ion  i n  L 1  and L2 
a c q u i s i t i o n ) ,  bu t  t h e  Sp group w i l l  a c q u i r e  t h e  Subject-  
p r e d i c a t e  s t r u c t u r e  of Sp Engl i sh  more a u i c k l v  than t h e  Tp 
group. 
I n  Z o b l l s  account r  o t h e r  t r a n s f e r  e f f e c t s  r e l a t e d  t o  
t h e  pace- se t t i ng  f u n c t i o n  a r e  t h e  i n i t i a l  u o i n t  a t  which 
l e a r n e r s  w i l l  begin t o  a c q u i r e  a  new c o n s t r u c t i o n  (e.g. ,  
t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  s t a g e  i n  t h e  four- s tage  developmental  
sequence of Engl ish  nega t ion ,  a s  i n  Schumann 1979) ,  and 
whether l e a r n e r s  from an L l  which has  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  t h a t  
a r e  more o r  l e s s  congruent  t o  t h o s e  i n  t h e  L2 can by-pass 
one o r  more of t h e  e a r l i e s t  s t a g e s  a s  a r e s u l t .  Fur ther-  
more, t h e  p e r s i s t e n c e  of some IL forms ( i . e . ,  t h e  
i n t e r r u p t i o n  of p rog res s  through developmental  S t a g e s  o r  
f o s s i l i z a t i o n  a t  a  non- terminal  c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  e -g . ,  m V o r  
unanalyzed V, f o r  nega t ion)  is ano the r  p o s s i b l e  
t r a n s f e r  e f f e c t .  Thus, t h e  r e sea rch  q u e s t i o n  posed by Zobl 
(1982:171) w i th  regard  t o  t r a n s f e r  is summarized a s  
fo l lows  : 
whether d i f f e r e n t  language groups,  f aced  w i t h  a 
p a r t i c u l a r  s t r u c t u r a l  domain of t h e  L2, beg in  t h e  
developmental  continuum a t  t h e  same p o i n t l  move 
through it a t  t h e  same pace,  and t r a v e r s e  t h e  same 
developmental  s t r u c t u r e s  i n  t h e  same sequence. 
I n  terms of d i scou r se- leve l  s y n t a c t i c  t r a n s f e r  r e l a t e d  
t o  Topic Prominence, it is p o s s i b l e  i n  t h e  p e r s p e c t i v e  
o u t l i n e d  above t o  p r e d i c t  t h a t  L l  speake r s  of J, which has 
a more s y n t a c t i c i z e d  Sub jec t  than M, w i l l  produce more 
grammatical  S u b j e c t s  i n  e a r l y  s t a g e s  of ESL. Th i s  is 
because t h e i r  L l  typology might enab le  them t o  proceed 
toward Sub jec t  Prominence a t  t h e  i n i t , i a l  developmental  
p o i n t  of  NP-NP-VP ( i . e a 1  Topic- Subjec t- Pred ica te ) ,  a s  
opposed t o ,  s ay l  M,  who might proceed from an i n i t i a l  s t a g e  
of NP-F-VP t i m e . ,  Topic- Predicate)  accord ing  t o  
Ru the r fo rd ' s  s ix- s t age  sequence desc r ibed  l a t e r  i n  t h i s  
er ,  Na tu ra l  A c q u i s i t i o n a l  P roces ses ,  
and P e r c e p t u a l  Operat ing P r i n c i p l e s  
Andersen (19832177) s t a t e s  t h a t  t r a n s f e r  of L l  
s t r u c t u r e s  s e r v e s  t o  f i l t e r  l e a r n e r s '  p e r c e p t i o n  and 
r e t e n t i o n  of L2 inpu t .  Following up on Some of ZObl's 
work, he  conce ives  of t r a n s f e r  a s  t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n  of a 
number of p e r c e p t u a l  ope ra t ing  p r i n c i p l e s  ( c f .  S lob in  
1977) r Ll/L2 s t r u c t u r a l  d i f f e r e n c e s ,  and n a t u r a l  
a c q u i s i t i o n a l  p r i n c i p l e s .  An example which Andersen 
(1983:181) c i t e s  t o  i l l u s t r a t e  t h i s  p o i n t  fo l lows .  I n  t h e  
development of nega t ion  by speakers  whose L l  has  p reve rba l  
nega t ion  (i.e., V ) ,  two f o r c e s  combine t o  "promote" IL 
V: (1) n a t u r a l  developmental  sequences (i.e., s t a g e  one 
nega t ion  i n  Engl i sh  is V), and (2)  t r a n s f e r  of  t h e  L l  
nega t ion  scheme. By c o n t r a s t ,  f o r  l e a r n e r s  whose L l s  have 
p o s t v e r b a l  nega t ion ,  p r e v e r b a l  nega t ion  i n  IL is " l e s s  
f r e q u e n t  and l e s s  enduring." 
In addition to the role of Ll structurer Andersen 
(1983:182) acknowledges the input structure and the 
relative frequency of the structure in the input to be a 
factor in transferr especially when 'there already exists 
within the L2 input the potential for (mis-)generalization 
from the input to produce the same form or structure" (as 
in natural developmental sequences). For exampler Andersen 
could account for the early acquisition and overgenerali- 
zation of the English locative preposition j~ for a Spanish 
speaker (Marta)# and her late acquisition of the possessive 
"-sn morphemer as a result of the relative frequency of the 
two structures in English inputr and the degree of 
similarity of the L2 structures with their Ll counterparts. 
That isr . j ,~ is very productive in Englishr compared with, 
sayr m, and it resembles the Spanish preposition m; 
howeverr '-s' is relatively unproductiver and does not 
correspond as closely to the Spanish possessive. 
Within Andersen's analytical frameworkr we might posit 
that because TCs occur in English as marked constructions 
(especially in colloquial Eng1ishlr this promotes their 
occurrence in IL. Furthermorer the sometimes shared 
properties of definiter sentence-initial Subjects and 
Topics might also cause learners to produce marked Topics 
in -ESL. Another feature of Modern English is that 
agreement marking is limited to third-person '-s" onlyr and 
this might account for 'the fact that the acquisition of 
agreement is generally rather late as compared with other 
morphemes. Alsor it is true that some constructions 
considered ungrammatical in Standard English (e*gSr 
Rutherford's stage (iii)r 'There are a lot of people get 
married after 4 0 " )  occur frequently, nonethelessr in some 
dialects. Lastlyr the Foreigner Talk to which learners are 
often exposed also contains evidence which supports the 
(misguided) notion that English is Topic Prominent. 
2.1.4 Transfer and Markedness 
Rutherford (1982) discusses syntacticr 
psycholingui~tic~ and typological markedness as important 
elements in transfer. He claims that learners will attempt 
to strike a balance between complexity and explicitness of 
structures in ILr based on markedness principles; thus 
unmarked forms tend to be acquired prior to marked ones on 
a developmental continuum for any given structure. 
Learners will also attempt to make structures less complex 
. by rendering them more transparentr by means of added 
redundancy (where it would otherwise be optional or perhaps 
ungrammatical--e.g., resumptive pronouns in relative 
c l a u s e s ,  l e f t  d i s l o c a t i o n s ,  o r  o t h e r  k inds  of Topic 
r e in s t a t emen t s ,  a s  i n  Chaudron 19831, and by reducing 
s y n t a c t i c  complexi ty  through c o o r d i n a t i o n  a s  opposed t o  
subord ina t ion .  
I n  t h i s  l i g h t ,  we might account  f o r  t h e  appearance of 
pragmat ic  d i scou r se- func t iona l  s t r a t e g i e s  i n  IL a s  a  s i g n  
t h a t  l e a r n e r s  a r e  apply ing  p r i n c i p l e s  of t r anspa rency ,  
e x p l i c i t n e s s ,  and non-complexity. 
Kellerman (1983) p o s i t s  two r e l a t e d  p e r c e p t u a l  
s t r a t e g i e s  employed by l e a r n e r s  i n  determining whether a  
p a r t i c u l a r  s t r u c t u r e  can be e f f e c t i v e l y  t r a n s f e r r e d .  Both 
s t r a t e g i e s  d e r i v e  from what Kellerman terms "psychotypo- 
logy n;  t h a t  is t o  s a y ,  t h e  l e a r n e r s '  pe rcep t ion  of t h e  
t y p o l o g i c a l  d i s t a n c e  between L l  and L2. F i r s t *  l e a r n e r s  
unconsciously  measure t h e  apparen t  d i s t a n c e  between t h e  L l  
and L2. Second, t hey  must a s c e r t a i n  t h e  r e l a t i v e  
markedness of t h e  L l  s t r u c t u r e ,  t h a t  is, how " reasonable n 
an e n t i t y  it is f o r  t h e  purpose of p o s i t i v e  t r a n s f e r .  
I m p l i c i t  i n  t h i s  judgment p roces s  is t h e  no t ion  of whether 
a  c e r t a i n  L l  form is perce ived  by l e a r n e r s  as language- 
s p e c i f i c ,  and t h u s  non- t r ans fe rab l e ,  o r  conve r se ly l  
language- neutra l ,  and t h u s  t r a n s f e r a b l e .  
F i r s t  Kellerman i l l u s t r a t e s  t h e  psychotypologica l  
hypo thes i s  w i th  d a t a  from F inn i sh  and Swedish speakers  
l e a r n i n g  ESL. F inn i sh  is very  d i f f e r e n t  l i n g u i s t i c a l l y  
from e i t h e r  Swedish o r  Engl i sh  and, according t o  Kellermanl 
F inns  p e r c e i v e  t h i s  t y p o l o g i c a l  d i s t a n c e  and t h u s  r e f r a i n  
from t r a n s f e r r i n g  v a r i o u s  F inn i sh- spec i f i c  s t r u c t u r e s .  
Swedes, however# a r e  more a p t  t o  t r a n s f e r  s t r u c t u r e s  
(sometimes e r roneous ly )  from t h e i r  L l  because Swedish and 
Engl i sh l  t h e  t a r g e t  languagel  a r e  cons idered  t y p o l o g i c a l l y  
c lo se .  
Second, examples r e l a t e d  n o t  on ly  t o  t h e  p e r c e p t i o n  of 
t y p o l o g i c a l  d i s t a n c e l  bu t  a l s o  t o  t h e  s e n s i t i v i t y  t o  
r e l a t i v e  s t r u c t u r a l  markedness a r e  d i scus sed  i n  t h e  
l i t e r a t u r e .  I n  some c a s e s ,  psychotypologica l  p r i n c i p l e s  
a r e  found t o  o p e r a t e  i n  terms of semant ic  p r o p e r t i e s  of 
ve rbs  and idioms, and whether t h e  L l  usage w i l l  be 
cons idered  a  " reasonab le  e n t i t y "  t o  be  used i n  IL ( Jordens  
1983? Kellerman 1983, Hawkins 1980) .  Kellerman (1983:llg- 
120) c i t e s  one such example, whereby 
Dutch l e a r n e r s  of Engl ish  w i l l  r e j e c t  s en t ences  i n  
Engl i sh  of t h e  k ind  &&Q convince 
a l though  they  a r e  nmodelledn by t h e  p e r f e c t l y  
normal Dutch a makkeliik & ove r tu i aen ,  on 
t h e  grounds t h a t  "it is not  J a n  who is easy:  it i s  
convincing him t h a t  is." 
S i m i l a r l y ,  Gass (1984:124) emphasizes t h a t  t r a n s f e r  is 
no t  a  " b i d i r e c t i ~ n a l , ~  symmetrical  p rocess ,  such t h a t  
s t r u c t u r e s  a r e  mutua l ly  t r a n s f e r r e d  from one language t o  
another  a s  mirror -images .  C i t i n g  examples from Swain e t  
a l .  (19721, Gass (1984) po in t ed  o u t  t h a t  wh i l e  Engl ish  
l e a r n e r s  of French produce erroneous c o n s t r u c t i o n s  w i t h  a  
f i n a l  c l i t i c  pronounI a s  i n  (a) below, French l e a r n e r s  (whose L l  p l a c e s  o b j e c t  c l i t i c  pronouns p r e v e r b a l l y )  do no t  
produce c o n s t r u c t i o n s  wi th  p r e v e r b a l  o b j e c t  c l i t i c s  i n  ESLI 
a s  i n  ( b ) :  
a .  * Le ch i en  a  mang& l e s  (produced) .  
t h e  dog has  e a t e n  them 
b. * The dog them a t e  (no t  produced).  
I n  o t h e r  wordsI t h e  French s t r u c t u r e ,  as exempli f ied 
i n  ( b ) ,  is more marked than its c o u n t e r p a r t  i n  ( a ) ,  
t h e r e f o r e  it is not  t r a n s f e r r e d .  This  i l l u s t r a t e s -  aga in  
t h a t  t y p o l o g i c a l  d i s t a n c e  is one p o t e n t i a l  c r i t e r i o n  f o r  
t r a n s f e r ,  bu t  t h a t  it is c l o s e l y  c o n s t r a i n e d  by markedness 
p r i n c i p l e s .  S ince  t h e  Ll-L2 t y p o l o g i c a l  d i s t a n c e  is 
equ iva l en t  between French and Engl ish ,  t h e  p e r c e p t i o n  of 
t h e  r e l a t i v e  markedness of t h e  placement of o b j e c t  c l i t i c s  
seems t o  be a  more powerful  c o n s t r a i n t ;  t h u s  d i s t a n c e  may, 
i n  some c a s e s ,  be a  necessary  c o n d i t i o n ,  b u t  it is not  
always a  s u f f i c i e n t  c o n d i t i o n  f o r  t h e  occur rence  of 
t r a n s f e r .  
Kellerman (1983:122) d e s c r i b e s  t h e  tendency toward 
l i n g u i s t i c  t r anspa rency  and non-complexity i n  t h e  fol lowing 
way: " I n  t h e  absence of s p e c i f i c  knowledge about  t h e  L2, 
l e a r n e r s  w i l l  s t r i v e  t o  maximize t h e  s y s t e m a t i c I  t h e  
e x p l i c i t  and t h e  " l o g i c a l n  i n  t h e i r  I L S r n  
The l o g i c a l  s i d e  of t r a n s f e r  is i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  t h e  
d i s c u s s i o n  of I L  c o n d i t i o n a l  c o n s t r u c t i o n s I  whereby second 
language l e a r n e r s  t end  t o  produce s t r i n g s  such as ( a )  
belowf r a t h e r  than  ( b ) .  W b ?  have  is cons idered  a  l o g i c a l  
cho ice  f o r  t h e  ve rb  ph ra se  i n  t h e  f i r s t  c l a u s e  i n  ( a )  
because it r e f e r s  t o  a  c o u n t e r f a c t u a l  event  r a t h e r  t han  a  
r e a l  even t  which has  occurred i n  t h e  p a s t .  
a. I f  I (VP), I would ( V P )  . . 
b. I f  I h& (VP), I would (VP) . . 
- 
The me principles were said to be operative when 
- learners were asked to translate into English the Dutch 
equivalent of the sentence 'His fall was broken by a treer ,I 
which represents figurative or idiomatic speech in the ti?O 
- 
languages. Evidently, learners perceive the 'mismatchn 
between the literal and figurative meanings of idiomatic 
expressionsr and thusr their relative markedness (p. 123); 
thereforer they produced such sentences as "His downfall 
- was eased by a treer'' reflecting an *attempt to reduce 
metaphorical opacity in the L2 by an avoidance of struc- 
tural correspondence between Dutch and Englishn (p. 124). - 
Gass (1979) also noted the tendency for learners to 
transfer logical constructions such as resumptive pronouns 
in relative clausesl which are present in English deep or 
logical structurel but not in surface structure. 
. 
This psychotypological perspective on transfer would 
lead us to believe that learners of Tp languages feel free 
to carry over TCs into ESLr not because they perceive the 
languages to be typologically c l o s ~ ~  but ratherl because it 
is pragmatically natural and logical to present known 
information before unknownr or to frame one's utterance 
before making assertions. Kellerman (1983) observes that 
there is even a kind of iconic logic to this pattern: what 
is uttered earliest is already 'oldern and "more given" 
than what follows it serially in an utterance or in 
discourse. In American Sign Language (Bates and MacWhinney 
1979) and in modalities of communication other than 
language, this pragmatic strategy is also apparently 
utilized; e.g., in dancel mimer and advertising (Mallinson 
and Blake 1981) and in 'caninen communication (Givon 
1979). 
Indeedr citing the Schachter and Rutherford (1979) 
- finding that properties of Ll Tp are transferred in ESLr 
Rutherford (1982:104) speculates thatr in spite of the 
fairly obvious typological distance between the Tp and Sp 
languagesr 
It might plausibly be argued . . . that the 
discourse features in question (viz. those having 
to do with the basicness of topic) are unmarkedl 
and that in such a situation the markedness 
parameter prevailsl and therefore transfer occurs. 
- 
2.1.5 T rans fe r  and Typological  Parameters  
I n  t h e  foregoing  s e c t i o n ,  we observed how pe rcep t ion  
of t y p o l o g i c a l  d i s t a n c e  c o n s t r a i n s  t r a n s f e r ,  even i n  c a s e s  
where bo th  L l  and L2 have equ iva l en t ,  marked exp res s ions  
such a s  i n  t h e  Dutch and English express ion  n H i s  f a l l  was 
broken by a  t r e e . "  Furthermore, it was suggested t h a t  
l e a r n e r s  might t r a n s f e r  L l- l i k e  TCs i n t o  Engl ish ,  due t o  
h e i r  f u n c t i o n a l  t ransparency  and presumed a i d  t o  
rocess ing.  Below, t r a n s f e r  is cons idered  i n  terms of 
s e v e r a l  o t h e r  t y p o l o g i c a l  d i s t i n c t i o n s ,  wi th  r e f e r e n c e  t o  
word o r d e r ,  i n  p a r t i c u l a r .  
With regard  t o  t y p o l o g i c a l  t r a n s f e r ,  and e s p e c i a l l y  
word o rde r- re l a t ed  typo log ie s ,  many a p p l i e d  l i n g u i s t s  have 
s t u d i e d  more g l o b a l  t r a n s f e r  e f f e c t s ,  a t  t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  
l e v e l  of word order .  Languages have been typed v a r i o u s l y ,  
according t o  canon ica l  word order  (CWO), i.e., t h e  s e r i a l  
arrangement of Sub jec t  ( S ) ,  Verb ( V ) ,  and Object  (0) 
(Greenberg 1966) ,  and whether word o rde r  i s  used t o  convey 
pragmat ic  (PtiO) o r  grammatical (GWO) in format ion  (Thompson 
1978) .  
S t u d i e s  have shown t h a t  t h e  more pu re ly  " s y n t a c t i c w  
word o r d e r  parameter  o r  arrangement is u n l i k e l y  t o  be  
4 
t r a n s f e r r e d  from t h e  L l ,  a t  a l l  bu t  t h e  most b a s i c  l e v e l s .  
That is, t h e  L l  s e r i a l  o rde r  of t h e  c o n s t i t u e n t s  S, V, and 
0 is r a r e l y  c a r r i e d  over i n t o  I L ;  on t h e  con t r a ry ,  t h e r e ,  
appears  t o  be l i t t l e  d i f f i c u l t y  f o r  l e a r n e r s  t o  master  word 
o rde r  and a d p o s i t i o n  o rde r  a t  low l e v e l s  (Curran 1984, 
Hawkins 1980, Lehmann 1973, Ruther ford  and Altman 1985, 
Lujan, Minaya, and Sankoff 1984) .  Presumably, t h e r e  is a  
g r e a t  d e a l  of (comprehensible)  i n p u t  t o  l e a r n e r s  t h a t  
a t t e s t s  t o  t h e  o r d e r  of S  and 0 r e l a t i v e  t o  V, and a l s o  
c l o s e l y  connected t o  t h i s ,  t h e  o r d e r  of  a d p o s i t i o n s  
( p r e p o s i t i o n s ,  p o s t p o s i t i o n s )  wi th  r e s p e c t  t o  head NPs. I n  
p i d g i n i z a t i o n  d a t a  t h e r e  seems t o  b e  a  g r e a t e r  f requency of 
d e v i a n t  canon ica l  word o rde r  i n  'basi1angsn (Schumann, 
fo r thcoming) ,  which can be a t t r i b u t e d  t o  r e l e x i f i c a t i o n  of 
t h e  L l ,  bu t  t h i s  is st i l l  r e l a t i v e l y  uncommon i n  SLA on t h e  
whole. 
To e m p i r i c a l l y  t e s t  t h i s  e f f e c t  of t h e  non- 
t r a n s f e r a b i l i t y  of  CWO, Rutherford and Altman ( 1 9 8 5 ~ 5 )  
s t u d i e d  ESL w r i t t e n  product ion d a t a  of  a t o t a l  of t h r e e  
hundred Japanese  (SOV), Arabic (VSO), and span i sh  (SVO) 
l e a r n e r s .  They found t h a t  it was n o t  070 but  r a t h e r  t h e  
e f f e c t s  of -L l  PWO and Tp t h a t  were most ev iden t  i n  I L .  
They conclude,  t h e r e f o r e ,  (p. 5 )  t h a t  
L l  ( s y n t a c t i c )  canon ica l  word o rde r  does  n o t  
undergo t r a n s f e r  i n  t h e  L2 l e a r n i n g  expe r i ence ,  
and i t  is impl ied  t h a t  t h i s  apparen t  t r a n s f e r  
power of d i s c o u r s e  a s  opposed t o  syn tax  is n o t  
c o i n c i d e n t a l .  
Zobl (1985b) p o s i t s  a  n a t u r a l n e s s  o rde r  f o r  t h e  
a c q u i s i t i o n  of t h e  t h r e e  t y p o l o g i c a l  parameters  i n  ESL: 
CWO (SVO) > PRO-Drop (-PD) > Tp/Sp (Sp) . Hencef L2 CIiO 
is acqu i r ed  f i r s t ,  fo l lowed by t h e  c o r r e c t  s e t t i n g  of t h e  
PRO-drop parameter (-PD f o r  E n g l i s h ) ,  and f i n a l l y r  Subjec t  
Prominence is acqui red .  I t  could be  i n f e r r e d  from 
Rutherford and Altman's (1985) r e s u l t s  t h a t  a  p a r a l l e l  
t y p o l o g i c a l  s h i f t ,  from PWO t o  GWO, occurs  somewhere 
between t h e  a c q u i s i t i o n  of t h e  c o r r e c t  PD s e t t i n g  and Sp; 
and, l i k e  t h e  Tp parameter ,  t h e  PWO parameter  has  a  
prolonged p re sence  i n  IL. 
Besides  Rutherford and Altman (1985) and Zobl (1984r 
1985b) f  o t h e r  l i n g u i s t s  working w i t h i n  t h e  t h e o r e t i c a l  
framework of Government and Binding (GB) have s t u d i e d  t h e  
s e t t i n g  of t h e  PRO-drop (PD)  parameter i n  L l  and i ts  
p o s s i b l e  t r a n s f e r  e f f e c t s  i n  I L .  For example, White (1984, 
1985) and H i l l e s  (1985) i n v e s t i g a t e d  how an L l  s e t t i n g  of 
+PD b e a r s  on t h e  a c q u i s i t i o n  of t h e  c o r r e c t  L2 s e t t i n g  i n  
SLA. Furthermore,  t h e s e  r e s e a r c h e r s  p o i n t  ou t  t h a t  one of 
t h e  reasons  t h a t  t y p o l o g i c a l  parameters  e s t a b l i s h e d  i n  L l  
a r e  such powerful  sou rces  of t r a n s f e r  is t h a t  (1) t h e  
parameters  a r e  p a r t  o f  Universal  Grammar (UG), and once t h e  
L l  s e t t i n g  is  f i x e d  one way based on " p o s i t i v e  evidence" o r  
language i n p u t  t o  t h e  l e a r n e r ,  a  c o n s i d e r a b l e  amount of 
counter- evidence might be requi red  t o  r e s e t  t h e  parameter 
i n  SLA; and ( 2 )  each t y p o l o g i c a l  parameter  t h e o r e t i c a l l y  
comprises a  number of c o n s t i t u e n t  p r o p e r t i e s ;  e.g., PD n o t  
on ly  i nvo lves  Sub jec t  PRO d e l e t i o n ,  b u t  a l s o  (hypothe t i-  
c a l l y  a t  l e a s t )  --trace v i o l a t i o n s  and Subject- verb 
i n v e r s i o n  a s  wel l .  
what is of i n t e r e s t  he re  is how t h e s e  r e s e a r c h e r s  
account f o r  t h e  i n f l u e n c e  of t h e  L l  s e t t i n g  i n  IL ,  i n  
terms of t h e  " p o s i t i v e  evidence" t h a t  is r equ i r ed  i n  o rder  
f o r  l e a r n e r s  t o  a c q u i r e  a  t a r g e t  language c o n f i g u r a t i o n  o r  
parameter s e t t i n g  ( i . e S r  t o  n r e s e t n  t h e  e x i s t i n g  para-  
m e t e r ) ;  i m p l i c i t  i n  t h i s  no t ion ,  of  cou r se ,  is t h e  
t h e o r e t i c a l  and exper imenta l  i n t e r e s t  i n  *paramet r ic  
v a r i a t i o n "  t h a t  is s a i d  t o  e x i s t  and p l a y  a  r o l e  i n  t h e  SLA 
p roces s  (cÂ£. White 1985) .  
Th i s  approach, a s  espoused by White (1985:48),  is 
summarized a s  fol lows:  
Whils t  it is n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  t h e  c a s e  t h a t  second 
language (L2) l e a r n e r s  approach language l e a r n i n g  
i n  t h e  same way a s  L l ,  t h e y  a r e  faced w i t h  an 
e s s e n t i a l l y  s i m i l a r  t a s k ,  namely t h a t  of inducing 
a  grammar on t h e  b a s i s  of d a t a  which a r e  
impoverished i n  v a r i o u s  ways. ~ h u s ,  it is worth 
i n v e s t i g a t i n g  whether UG p l a y s  a  r o l e  i n  L2 
a c q u i s i t i o n  and, i f  so ,  whether t h e  LI a f f e c t s  t h e  
way t h a t  UG o p e r a t e s  i n  L2. The concept  of 
pa rame t r i c  v a r i a t i o n  is of p a r t i c u l a r  i n t e r e s t  
where L2 a c q u i s i t i o n  is concerned,  s i n c e  L2 
l e a r n e r s  w i l l  o f t e n  be i n  t h e  s i t u a t i o n  where 
t h e i r  L I  has  f i x e d  some parameter  one way, w h i l s t  
t h e  t a r g e t  language has some o t h e r  s e t t i n g ,  o r  t h e  
s i t u a t i o n  may a r i s e  where t h e  f i r s t  language has  
some parameter a c t i v a t e d  which is n o t  o p e r a t i v e  i n  
L2, o r  v i c e  ve r sa .  
White (1984, 1985) conducted s t u d i e s  t o  measure t h e  
i n f l u e n c e  of t h e  v a r i a t i o n  of t h e  PRO-drop (PD) parameter 
i n  SLA. There a r e  two p o s s i b l e  s e t t i n g s  which languages  
can have: +PD, (i.e., nu l l -Subjec t  is a common f e a t u r e  i n  
t h e  language) ,  o r  -PD, ( i - e . ,  S u b j e c t s  must u s u a l l y  appear 
i n  s u r f a c e  s y n t a x ) .  I n  bo th  s t u d i e s ,  White r e p o r t e d  t h a t  a  
group of Spanish l e a r n e r s  wi th  t h e  L l  parameter s e t t i n g  of 
+PD produced o r  judged accep tab le  more i n s t a n c e s  of Sub jec t  
pronoun d e l e t i o n  i n  ESL than a  c o n t r o l  group of French 
speake r s ,  whose L l  is -PD l i k e  English.  Other PD 
p r o p e r t i e s  such a s  --trace v i o l a t i o n s  ( i . e . t  t h e  
e x t r a c t i o n  of S u b j e c t s  ou t  of c l a u s e s  c o n t a i n i n g  a 
complementizer) and f r e e  Subject- verb i n v e r s i o n  were a l s o  
examined. I n  s h o r t ,  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  t h e  PD s e t t i n g  i n  
t h e  L I  and L2 (i.e., t h e  pa rame t r i c  v a r i a t i o n )  l e d  t o  
judgments which demonstrated t h a t  t h e  LI parameter  w a s  
s t i l l  o p e r a t i v e  i n  IL.  
H i l l e s  (1985) ,  working w i t h i n  t h e  same l i n g u i s t i c  
framework a s  White, drew a t t e n t i o n  t o  t h e  r o l e  of  p o s s i b l e  
" t r i g g e r s n  o r  p i v o t a l  p o i n t s  i n  t h e  development of  I L s  i n  
terms of t h e  ( r e l s e t t i n g  of t y p o l o g i c a l  parameters .  She 
found t h a t  t h e  e x p l e t i v e  there was an example of one such 
t r i g g e r  i n  t h e  t r a n s i t i o n  from +PD t o  -PD i n  a  Spanish 
a d o l e s c e n t ' s  ESL. H i l l e s '  d a t a  a l s o  revea led  t h a t  t h e r e  
was an i n v e r s e  developmental r e l a t i o n s h i p  between frequen- 
c i e s  of +PD and modals. 
L a s t l y  concerning t h e  PD parameter ,  Gundel (1980) and 
Gundel and Tarone (1983) suggested t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n  of a  
Topic Prominent parameter s e t t i n g  wi th  t h e  occur rence  of 
PD. T h i s  p o i n t  w i l l  be  r e l e v a n t  i n  t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  of our  
research f i n d i n g s  in Chapter V, because we can account fur  
Topic chains and n u l l- S u b j e c t  {PD) as IL ref lexes  of both 
Ll Tp and Ll PQ. 
In summary, on khe basis of s k u d i e s  looking at typ010- 
gical parametric variation between Ll and L2, such as those 
c i ted  above, it can be seen that t h e  (re)construction of an 
IL grammar a t  the macro-Level of typology is in some cases 
a straight-forwardf immediate process ( e . g . ,  CWO] , 
accompanied by little dev ia t ion  from t h e  L2 norm. In other 
casesr however* ( e . g . ,  PWOf PD, Sp) and especially at the 
discourse-syntactic l e v e l ?  it is apparent ly a much more 
gradual, demanding process, pe~haps due to computational or 
pazsing demands rn Another poss ib le  explanation# which was 
n o t  e x p l i c i t l y  discussed above except in relation to khe 
c i t e d  irnplicational sequence of CWU > PD > Sp, is that 
there  are a number necessary grammatical pre~equisites 
in the process  of syntacticizing Topics in SLA (cf. Zobl 
1985b). 
2.1.6 Transfer and Universal G ~ a m a r  
Closely r e l a t e d  to t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  of language 
typo l c~gy~  those l i n g u i s t s  familiar with language universa ls  
have postu lated  and thus fa r  found support for the notian 
t h a t  regardless of &y t ransfer  occurs (the particular 
factors i n v o l v e d ) ,  its effects in terms of emergent IL 
s t r u c t u ~ e s  w i l l  n o t  v i o l a t e  principles  and sequences 
documented f o r  n a t u r a l  languages--in diachronic ,  
ontogeneticr phylogentic, and S Y ~ I C ~ I ~ Q ~ ~ C  l i n g u i s t i c  data 
(cf. Lujan e t  al. 1984, Hawkins 1980, XobL 1984, Schmidt 
1980, Gass and A r d l 9 8 4 ,  Eckman et al. 1984). These 
universalt natural developmental and s y n c h r ~ n i c  tendencies 
w i l l ,  therefore* be descr ibed  f o r  t h e  Tp-to-Sp s h i f t  in 
the t h i r d  part of this chapter. 
In c o n c ~ u s i ~ n ~  in the present r e s e a ~ c h  which examines 
typological  cons tra in t s  on the process of SLA, in order to 
meaningfully gauge the strength and di~ection of the 
p o t e n t i a l  typology-based t ransfer  effect ,  we need to 
consider  four general research objectives.  F i r s t ,  we must 
determine under what circumstances OK in what environments 
learners  will apply the typological paxmeter s e t t i n g s  of 
their Ll in XL- Second# we must determine how t h e  
application of paramet~ic cons t r a in t s  manifests itself in 
IL? for example, by looking at cross-sectional s t u d i e s  of 
learners1 pkogress at various stages of development { i r n e . #  
proficiency1 , w h i c h  might also show a s h i f t  fram one 
parametric paradigm t o  another. 
Third ,  a t t e m p t s  should be made t o  exp la in  why some 
f e a t u r e s  have c o n s t r a i n i n g  e f f e c t s  i n  IL whi le  o t h e r s  do 
no t ;  t h a t  is, why CWO appa ren t ly  is an i n s i g n i f i c a n t  source  
of t r a n s f e r r  compared t o  PWO and Tp, o r  why Tp should be SO 
p e r s i s t e n t  i n  ESL da ta .  A s  we have seen ,  t h i s  i s s u e  is 
addressed i n  t h e  work of app l i ed  l i n g u i s t s  c i t e d  above, who 
have inco rpo ra t ed  i n  t h e i r  d i s c u s s i o n s  p r i n c i p l e s  of 
markedness t heo ry ,  language u n i v e r s a l s ,  h i s t o r i c a l  
l i n g u i s t i c s ,  and language a c q u i s i t i o n  d a t a .  A s  r epo r t ed r  
they  observe  t h e  emergence of common p a t t e r n s  of n a t u r a l  
developmental  sequences i n  d a t a  from a  number of d i f f e r e n t  
d i a c h r o n i c  and synchronic  sources .  
Las t ,  it is important  f o r  t h e  d e s c r i p t i o n  and 
exp lana t ion  of t h e  phenomenon t o  have p r e d i c t i v e  power ( c f .  
Rutherford 1984br Gass 1984) ,  such t h a t  t h e  f i n d i n g s  can be 
r e p l i c a t e d  and g e n e r a l i z a t i o n s  can be made. Again, an 
important  reason  f o r  t e s t i n g  Ru the r fo rd ' s  model i n  Chapter  
I11 is t o  de te rmine  whether it has  p r e d i c t i v e  power and is, 
t h u s r  g e n e r a l i z a b l e .  
2.1.7 Summary of P a r t  I 
Why would l e a r n e r s  t r a n s f e r  featur-es of a Tp Ll t o  
an Sp L2 a s  hypothesized by Ruther ford  (19831, and what 
would t h e  e f f e c t s  be? Below a r e  l i s t e d  a number of . 
p l a u s i b l e  reasons  which have been drawn from t h e  review of 
' t r a n s f e r  p re sen ted  i n  t h e  foregoing  d i scuss ion :  
(1) O v e r ~ r o d u c t i o n :  Learners  overproduce c e r t a i n  I L  
s t r u c t u r e s  because they  a r e  used t o  ach ieve  d i scourse-  
f u n c t i o n a l  s t r a t e g i e s  i n  t h e  Ll ;  o r  they  overproduce forms 
which t h e i r  L l  typology appa ren t ly  s e n s i t i z e s  them t o r  a s  
i n  3 produc t ion  of e x t r a p o s i t i o n .  
(2 )  Avoidance: Learners  avoid  t h e  produc t ion  of 
Subject- verb agreement, dummy S u b j e c t s t  and r e l a t i v e  
c l a u s e s  (i) due t o  t h e  lack  of equ iva l en t  o r  comparable 
s t r u c t u r e s  i n  t h e i r  L l s ,  and (ii) due t o  L l  Tp, PWO, and 
PDr which invo lve  t h e  d e l e t i o n  of S u b j e c t s  ( a s  i n  Tp, PD), 
Subject-verb i n v e r s i o n  (PW0,PD) and l ack  of agreement (Tp). 
(3 )  pace- se t t ing :  There is a  prolonged e f f e c t  of Tp 
due t o  t h e  cons i s t ency  of f e a t u r e s  of Tp (e.g., TCs) wi th  
c e r t a i n  p sycho log ica l  ope ra t ing  p r i n c i p l e s  (e.g., t o  make 
t o p i c a l  in format ion  s a l i e n t  and p l a c e  it i n  sentence-  
i n i t i a l  p o s i t i o n )  and n a t u r a l  a c q u i s i t i o n a l  p roces ses ,  
along wi th  , t he  bas i cnes s  of t h e  pragmat ic  mode i n  
communication; fur thermore,  t h e  occurrence of TCs i n  
c o l l o q u i  E n g l i s h  i n  p a r t i c u l a r  may p r o v i  o n f l i c t i n g  
e v i d e n c e  r t h e  l e a r n e r  a s  t o  t h e  normat usage  and 
b a s i c n e s s  o f  Sp* 
( 4 )  Markedness: TCs a r e  t r a n s p a r e n t  and p o s s i b l y  
unmarked ( b u t  see Givon 1 9 8 4 ) ;  i n  s p i t e  of  t y p o l o g i c a l  
d i s t a n c e ,  l e a r n e r s  do  n o t  p e r c e i v e  T C s  t o  b e  opaque o r  
complex, and t h i s  is  p e r h a p s  a l s o  due t o  t h e i r  p r a g m a t i c  
e f f e c t i v e n e s s .  
( 5 )  Word O r d e ~  T v ~ o l o u y  P a r a m e t r i c  V a r i a t i o n :  Tp 
is t h e  l a s t  of  a  sequence  o f  grammat ica l  and f u n c t i o n a l  
word o r d e r - r e l a t e d  t y p o l o g i c a l  p a r a m e t e r s  t o  undergo a  
r e s e t t i n g  t o  conform t o  E n g l i s h ;  t h e  s h i f t  f rom Tp t o  Sp 
must b e  p receded  by t h e  a c q u i s i t i o n  of  E n g l i s h  CWO (SVO) 
and PD (-PD). 
(61 U n i v e r s a l  Grammar: A s  mentioned above i n  p o i n t  ( 2 1 ,  Tp and t h e  s t a g e s  toward Sp a r e  consonan t  w i t h  
u n i v e r s a l  deve lopmenta l  sequences ,  which w i l l  b e  d i s c u s s e d  
l a t e r  i n  t h i s  c h a p t e r .  
2.2 Topic Prominence and Subjec t  Prominence 
C e n t r a l  t o  t h i s  t h e s i s  is t h e  assumption t h a t  some 
languages  o p e r a t e  i n  a more npragmat icn mode than  o t h e r s ,  
t h a t  is, they  a r e  more n d i s c o u r s e - o r i e n t e d ~ n  This  is  
r e f l e c t e d  i n  t h e  b a s i c  sen tence  s t r u c t u r e  of t h e  languages,  
and i n  terms of t h e  r o l e  of  Topics i n  p a r t i c u l  
s e c t i o n ,  we o u t l i n e  proposed l i n g u i s t i c  d i f f e r  
Topics  and Sub jec t s ,  and Topic Prominence (Tp 
Prominence (Sp ) ,  by f i r s t  p r e sen t ing  L i  and Thompson's 
(1976) t y p o l o g i c a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  Secondly, we review 
o t h e r  l i t e r a t u r e  i n  which an a t t empt  is made t o  
o p e r a t i o n a l i z e  t h e s e  terms.  Th i rd ly ,  we d e s c r i b e  TCs i n  
Engl i sh ,  J, and M. 
I n  c o n t r a s t i n g  t h e  t h r e e  languages,  w e  a r e  i n t e r e s t e d  
i n  h i g h l i g h t i n g  t h e  degree  t o  which  TCs a r e  b a s i c  t o  J and 
M, and t h u s  unmarked c o n s t r u c t i o n s r  compared w i t h  t h e i r  
c o u n t e r p a r t s  i n  Engl ish ,  which a r e  cons idered  r e l a t i v e l y  
marked. Furthermore, t h e  kinds  of c a t e g o r i e s  which w i l l  be 
t e s t e d  f o r  i n  t h e  r e sea rch  p o r t i o n  of t h e  t h e s i s  w i l l  be 
b r i e f l y  examined here .  We w i l l  p rov ide  some explana t ion  
a s  t o  why l o c a t i v e  ph ra ses  and c o n d i t i o n a l s  i n  J-ESL 
a r e  s a i d  t o  r e f l e c t  T o p i c a l i z a t i o n  s t r a t e g i e s  from t h e  L l ,  
and why Topics a r e  claimed t o  be s o  abundant and produc t ive  
i n  M-ESL* W e  w i l l  a l s o  p r e s e n t  examples of marked and 
unmarked Topic-Comment c o n s t r u c t i o n s * i n  Engl i sh ,  p r e d i c t i n g  
t h a t  l e a r n e r s  w i l l  produce marked TCs b e f o r e  t h e y  l e a r n  t o  
c o n s i s t e n t l y  produce l e s s  marked ones* 
2.2.1 A Typologica l  Desc r ip t ion  of Tp and Sp 
L i  and Thompson (1976) c h a r a c t e r i z e  languages 
accord ing  t o  t h e  b a s i c n e s s  of t h e  r e l a t i o n  of  Topic (T) and 
Comment ( C ) ,  on t h e  one handt o r  Sub jec t  (S) and P r e d i c a t e  
(P I ,  on t h e  o t h e r ,  conceding t h a t  some languages s h a r e  
f e a t u r e s  of bo th  Tp and Sp o r ,  converse ly ,  n e i t h e r  Tp nor 
Sp. Exemplifying t h e  va r ious  combinations are: Mandarin 
Chinese as Tp; Engl i sh  as Sp; Japanese  a s . T p  and Sp (TSp); 
and such P h i l i p p i n e  languages a s  Tagalog and I locano  as -Tp 
and -Sp (-TSp) ( s e e  F igu re  2-11 
Topic no t ion  i n t e g r a t e d  
i n t o  b a s i c  sen tence  s t r u c t u r e ;  
Topic and Subjec t  d i s t i n c t  
(D) Both Tp and Sp (B) Nei ther  Tp nor  Sp 
Topic s en t ences  become Topic becomes more 
l e s s  marked, more b a s i c  c l o s e l y  i n t e g r a t e d  i n t o  
c a s e  frame of ve rb  
Topic has  become i n t e g r a t e d  
i n t o  c a s e  frame of ve rb  a s  a  
Sub jec t ;  Subjec t  and Topic 
o f t e n  i n d i s t i n c t ,  S u b j e c t s  
having some non-Topic p r o p e r t i e s ;  
s en t ences  wi th  c l e a r  Topics  a r e  
h igh ly  marked 
L i  and Thompson o p e r a t i o n a l i z e  t h e  above d i s t i n c t i o n  
by p o i n t i n g  ou t  t h a t  t h e  p r o t o t y p i c a l  Topic (1) is a  
d e f i n i t e  ( o r  g e n e r i c )  NP; (2)  is underived from another  
c o n s t i t u e n t  NP ( i . e a r  it i s  b a s i c ) ;  ( 3 )  has  an o p t i o n a l  
s e l e c t i o n a l  r e l a t i o n  wi th  t h e  verb ;  ( 4 )  has a f u n c t i o n a l  
r o l e  of s p e c i f y i n g  t h e  domain of t h e  p r e d i c a t e ;  ( 5 )  does 
n o t  govern agreement wi th  t h e  verb;  (6 )  r e c e i v e s  sen tence-  
i n i t i a l  s u r f a c e  coding; (7 )  does  n o t  have grammatical 
c o n t r o l  over such  o p e r a t i o n s  a s  EQUI-NP d e l e t i o n  ( E Q U I ) ,  
r e f l e x i v i z a t i o n  (REFL) o r  impera t ives  (IMP) ; and (8) 
c o n t r o l s  c o r e f e r e n t i a l  c o n s t i t u e n t  d e l e t i o n .  
Other c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of languages  wi th  Tp a r e r  
according t o  L i  and Thompson (19761, t h a t  t hey  (9 )  only  
r a r e l y  have p a s s i v e s r  o r  t h e r e  is a  ve ry  narrow range of 
p a s s i v i z a t i o n  (e.g., a d v e r s i v e  meaning); (10) have no dummy 
Sub jec t s ;  (11) a l low -double S u b j e c t n  c o n s t r u c t i o n s ;  
(12) a r e  t y p i c a l l y  v e r b- f i n a l  languages.  
I n  c o n t r a s t  t o  t h e  f u n c t i o n a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of 
Topic, according t o  Keenan (1976) r  S u b j e c t s  (1) a r e  e i t h e r  
d e f i n i t e  o r  i n d e f i n i t e ;  (2 )  have s e l e c t i o n a l  r e l a t i o n s  wi th  
verbs ;  ( 3 )  have a  p r i m a r i l y  semant ic  r o l e ;  ( 4 )  c o n t r o l  verb  
agreement; ( 5 )  may occur i n  o t h e r  t han  s e n t e n c e- i n i t i a l  
p o s i t i o n ;  (6 )  govern numerous grammatical  o p e r a t i o n s  i n  
p r e d i c a t e s ,  e.g. EQUIr  REFLr IMP. F i n a l l y r  u n l i k e  Tp 
languages ,  Sp languages  t y p i c a l l y  haxe (7 )  p a s s i v e s  and 
(8) dummy Subjec t s .  
I t  is not  e n t i r e l y  c l e a r r  howeverr t o  what e x t e n t  TSp 
o r  -TSp languages d i f f e r  w i th  regard  t o  each of t h e  above 
f u n c t i o n a l  f e a t u r e s r  a l though  L i  and Thompson (1976) 
p r e s e n t  them along a  continuum t h a t  is reproduced i n  F igure  
2.1. TSp languages  have b a s i c  s e n t e n c e s  i n  which bo th  
Topic and Sub jec t  f i g u r e  prominent ly r on t h e  one hand, and 
conve r se ly r  -TSp languages  have b a s i c  s en t ences  i n  which 
n e i t h e r  Topic nor  Sub jec t  are pr imary i n  t h e  s e n s e  t h a t  
they  have been desc r ibed  above. Note, f o r  exampler t h a t  i n  
a d d i t i o n  t o  having a grammatical ca t ego ry  of Topic r  J has 
S u b j e c t s  coded wi th  t h e  p o s t p o s i t i o n  and has  a  wider 
range o f  p a s s i v e s  than  pure  Tp languages,  bu t  t h a t  Sub jec t  
i n  Japanese  does n o t  t r i g g e r  agreement marking on t h e  verb ;  
n o t i c e  a l s o  t h a t  P h i l i p p i n e  languages  have a  Topic/Focus 
c o n s t i t u e n t  i n  ph ra se  s t r u c t u r e r  bu t  t h a t  it does not  
assume a l l  of t h e  f u n c t i o n s  o r  c r i t e r i a  a s s o c i a t e d  wi th  
Topic ( e . g a r  s e n t e n c e- i n i t i a l  p o s i t i o n )  i n  L i  and 
Thompson's framework ( c f .  Foley and Van Val in  1984) .  
2.2.2 Topic-Comment Cons t ruc t ions  
I n  t h i s  s e c t i o n  we o u t l i n e  a t t empt s  i n  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  
t o  o p e r a t i o n a l i z e  t h e  TC c o n s t r u c t  whichr we p r e d i c t r  is  
evidenced i n  J- and M-ESL due t o  bo th  u n i v e r s a l  (e.g.r  
p ragmat ic )  c o n s t r a i n t s r  and L l  t y p o l o g i c a l  c o n s t r a i n t s .  I t  
i s r  howeverf beyond t h e  scope of t h i s  t y p o l o g i c a l  s k e t c h  t o  
p r e s e n t  an e l a b o r a t e  t rea tment  of i s s u e s  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  
i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o r  d e r i v a t i o n  of TCs o r  t o  p rov ide  an 
exhaus t ive  c o n t r a s t i v e  d e s c r i p t i o n  of Eng l i sh r  J l  and M 
a long  t h e  same l i n e s .  For a  more complete t r ea tmen t  of 
t o p i c a l i z a t i o n  i n  t h e s e  languagesr  s e e l  f o r  example, Gundel 
(1977) Magretta (1977) Reinhar t  (1982) ; Duff (1980) Kuno 
(1973) Kitagawa (1982) Farmer (1984) ; Barry (1975) Xu 
and Langendoen (1985) and L i  and Thompson (1981) .  
We w i l l  adopt L i  and Thonpson's (1976) grammatical  
c r i t e r i a  p re sen ted  above t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  Tp and Sp 
languagesl  and t o  i d e n t i f y  Topics and Sub jec t s .  
S y n t a c t i c a l l y l  Topic is u s u a l l y  conceived of a s  being 
s e t  a p a r t  from i ts  comment a s  a  s i s t e r  node t o  S, a s  t h e  
ph ra se  s t r u c t u r e  r u l e s  i n d i c a t e  (Chomsky 
Sn--> TOP S '  
S'--> COMP S  
Xu and Langendoen (1985:17) sugges t f  however, t h a t  f o r  
Chinese t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  r u l e  is 
S' --> TOP {Sr S ' }  
I n  s e v e r a l  c u r r e n t  s y n t a c t i c  d e s c r i p t i o n s f  t h e  Topic 
node is cons idered  t o  be  b a s i c  i n  Mandarin and Japanese l  
and t h e  Topic i s  bound t o  its p r e d i c a t e  by means of a  
nTopic  b ind ing n ope ra t ion .  Where t h e r e  a r e  c o r e f e r e n t i a l  
e lements  i n  t h e  p r e d i c a t e r  coindexing occu r s  on a  
pronominal (PRO) element;  i n  c a s e s  where t h e r e  is no 
c o r e f e r e n t i a l  element i n  t h e  p r e d i c a t e ,  Topic b ind ing  is  
ach ieved  p ragma t i ca l ly  (Kitagawa 1982r Farmer 1984) .  
I n  Engl i shf  on t h e  o t h e r  handr Topic is g e n e r a l l y  
cons ide red  t o  be a  c o n s t i t u e n t  t h a t  is preposed by a  
l e f t w a r d  movement r u l e ,  a s  i n  l e f t  d i s l o c a t i o n r  a s  t h e  
fo l lowing  r u l e s  from Ross (1967) i l l u s t r a t e :  
fJo~icalization U Dislocation 
X NP Y X NP Y 
1 2 3  ==> 1 2 3  ==> 
2 # 1  0 3  2 # 1  2 3  
[+pro1 
Since adverbial preposing is achieved through an 
operation very similar to Topic binding or topicalization, 
preposed prepositional or postpositional phrases and 
adverbials are considered to be special cases of 
topicalization (Xu and Langendoen 1985, Chafe 1976, Barry 
1975, Li and Thompson 1981). 
The reason these sentence-initial time and 
locative phrases are considered to be topics is 
simply that they have all the properties 
of topics: they set the frame within which the 
rest of the sentence is presented, they are 
definite, referring to places, times about which 
the hearer already knowsr and they may be followed 
by a pause (Li and Thompson 1981:95). 
Ross (1967) represents the adverb preposing 
transformation as followsr although again, some discussions 
of Mandarin and Japanese podit an underlying (basic) 
adverbial Topic in deep structure. 
Adverb Pre~osinq 
Not only sentence-initial adverbials and NPs appear to 
serve as Topic, though. As Haiman (1978) points out, 
clauses such as conditionals have a similar pragmatic 
function; and in some languages, in their diachronic 
derivation and synchronic coding they are linked to Topics 
and Interrogatives. Haiman (1978:583-585) thus considers 
conditionals to be a special kind of Topic construction: 
A conditional clause is (perhaps hypothetically) a 
part of the knowledge shared by the speaker and 
his listener. As such, it constitutes the 
framework which has been selected for the 
following discourse. 
Lastlyr it is generally accepted that a sentence may 
have more than one Topic, since individual clauses within 
t h e  s en t ence  may have t h e i r  own t o p i c s ;  t h u s I  t h e r e  is 
sometimes a " nes t ing"  o r  " l a y e r i n g n  of Topics I  e s p e c i a l l y  
i n  complex s e n t e n c e s  (Mall inson and Blake l 9 0 l I  Xu and 
Langendoen 1985, Kitagawa 1982, Kodama 1981) .  
Abovef some of t h e  syntactic p r o p e r t i e s  of  Topics were 
p re sen ted I  and a l s o I  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  a d v e r b i a l s  and 
c o n d i t i o n a l  ph ra ses  t o  appear s e n t e n c e- i n i t i a l l y  a s  Topics 
o r  t o p i c a l i z e r s .  I t  was suggested t h a t  Topic has  c e r t a i n  
pragmat ic  f u n c t i o n s ,  and h e r e I  t h i s  p o i n t  w i l l  b e  
cons ide red  f u r t h e r .  A number of p r i m a r i l y  f u n c t i o n a l  
l i n g u i s t s  have c h a r a c t e r i z e d  Topics and Comments v a r i o u s l y f  
according t o  a number of b i p o l a r  terms ( c f .  Ba tes  and 
MacWhinney 19791, such a s  given-newI presupposed- asser ted,  
and a c t i v a t e d- u n a c t i v a t e d  (Gundel l 9 7 8 l I  which a r e  
semant ic  and pragmat ic  i n  na tu re .  Three commonly c i t e d  
c r i t e r i a  of  Topics a r e  (1) t h e  no t ion  of "g ivennessn ;  (2 )  
t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of  "aboutness" expounded by Reinhar t  (1982) 
and Gundel (1977) ;  and ( 3 )  t h e  "framing" p r i n c i p l e  ( c f .  
Chafe 1 9 7 6 ) f  a l r e a d y  a l l uded  t o  i n  t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  of 
c o n d i t i o n a l s .  
Gundel (1978:2) d e s c r i b e s  Topic i n  terms of g ivenness I  
a s  fo l lows:  
The Topic,  is ' g ivenv  i n  t h a t  it r e p r e s e n t s  t h e  
s t a r t i n g  p o i n t  of t h e  s en t ence ,  what t h e  s en t ence  
is about .  I t  is a l s o  g iven  i n  t h e  s ense  t h a t  i t s  
e x i s t e n c e  o r  t r u t h  is something t h a t  is a l r e a d y  
assumed t o  be  known; i .e. ,  it must be  p a r t  of  t h e  
s p e a k e r v s  and a d d r e s s e e ' s  g e n e r a l  knowledge i f  
something is t o  be  f e l i c i t o u s l y  communicated about 
it. 
Aboutness r e f e r s  t o  t h e  no t ion  t h a t  t h e  Topic is t h a t  
element about  which t h e  Comment o r  a s s e r t i o n  is made. The 
t e s t  f o r  aboutness  is  whether t h e  element i n  q u e s t i o n  
can occupy an " as  f o r  Xn o r  an nabout  X n  c l a u s e ,  and s t i l l  
p r e s e r v e  t h e  meaning of t h e  sen tence .  T h i s  f a c t o r  of 
' abou tnes sv  has  r e c e n t l y  been formal ized  by Gundel 
(1985:1), on t h e  b a s i s  of a l a r g e  c r o s s- l i n g u i s t i c  survey,  
as fol lows:  
An e n t i t y ,  Er is t h e  t o p i c  of a s en t ence ,  S, i f f  
i n  us ing  S t h e  speaker  i n t ends  t o  i n c r e a s e  t h e  
a d d r e s s e e ' s  knowledge about ,  r eques t  in format ion  
abou t I  - o r  o therwise  g e t  t h e  addressee  t o  a c t  wi th  
r e s p e c t  t o  E. 
T h i r d l y 8  Top ic s  a r e  s a i d  t o  be  framing o r  scene- 
s e t t i n g  elements,  such t h a t  they  
a r e  n o t  s o  much "what t h e  s en t ence  is about n a s  
n t h e  frame w i t h i n  which t h e  s en t ence  ho lds n (Chafe 
1976:51). 
Topic, t h u s  i d e n t i f i e d ,  "sets a s p a t i a l l  temporal#  o r  
i n d i v i d u a l  framework w i t h i n  which t h e  main p r e d i c a t i o n  
ho lds n (Chafe l976:5O) . 
L a s t l y ,  Barry  (1975:3) d e s c r i b e s  t h e  framing f u n c t i o n  
of Topics  a s  fol lows:  
t h e  grammatical  t a r g e t  s l o t  ~ Q J &  has  t h e  f u n c t i o n  
of s p e c i f y i n g  fi s e l e v a n t  u n i v e r s e  a d i s c o u r s e  
( f rame of r e f e r e n c e ,  domain of r e f e r e n t i a l i t y )  of  
its comment; t h e  range of t h i n g s  w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  
which it makes s ense  t o  a s s e r t  t h e  comment. 
By some accounts  of  what c o n s t i t u t e s  a Topic , '  
' "aboutness"  and nf ramingn  a r e  cons idered  mutua l ly  e x c l u s i v e  
f e a t u r e s ,  and Topichood is borne by one o r  t h e  o t h e r  bu t  
n o t  by both .  Other  accounts  accep t  bo th  c r i t e r i a  a s  
q u a l i t i e s  of Topics ,  and argue t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  simply 
d i f f e r e n t  k inds  of Topics.  The l a t t e r  view w i l l  be  assumed 
i n  t h e  p r e s e n t  d i s c u s s i o n ,  s i n c e  s t r u c t u r a l l y  and pragma- 
t i c a l l y  t h e  two k i n d s  of Topics a r e  roughly comparable. 
I n  t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  which fo l lows ,  Engl ish ,  J l  and M 
w i l l  b e  desc r ibed  i n  terms of t h e i r  t y p o l o g i c a l  and 
s y n t a c t i c  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  
2.2.3 Engl i sh  
Engl i sh  is an SVO language, i n  which word o rde r  is 
r e l a t i v e l y  i n f l e x i b l e .  For t h i s  reason Thompson (1978) 
r e f e r s  t o  it a s  a language wi th  Grammatical Word Order 
(GWO) i n  which s t r u c t u r e  p re se rv ing  r u l e s  o p e r a t e  t o  
ensure  t h a t  t h e  p r e v e r b a l  Sub jec t  p o s i t i o n  is always 
f i l l e d ;  t h e s e  r u l e s  i nc lude  p a s s i v i z a t i o n ,  r a i s i n g ,  
movement, and f o c u s  c o n s t r u c t i o n s l  such a s  c l e f t  and 
pseudo- clef t  sen tences .  I n  L i  and Thompson's (1976) 
typology,  Engl ish  is c i t e d  a s  a t y p i c a l  Sp language.  
Topics i n  Engl i sh  t end  t o  be  ngrammatical ized8" and t h o s e  
which occur e x t e r n a l  t o  t h e  s e n t e n c e  a r i s e  thsough 
a p p l i c a t i o n  of a movement r u l e .  
Some Prague l i n g u i s t s  c o n t r a s t  Theme and Topic i n  t h a t  
Theme s p e c i f i e s  t h e  un ive r se  of d i s c o u r s e  ( t h e  f rame) ,  
whereas Topic " p r e s e n t s  t h e  e n t i t y  * a b o u t r  which t h e  
p r e d i c a t i o n  p r e d i c a t e s  something i n  a  given s e t t i n g n  (de  
Groot l 98 l :7S) .  For example, i n  t h e  s en t ences ,  
a .  !&A?& t r u n k l  pu t  i t  i n  t h e  car 
b. & P a r i s ,  t h e  E i f f e l  Tower is r e a l l y  
s p e c t a c u l a r  
i n  de  Groo t ' s  viewl t h e  under l ined e lements  are Themes, and 
fi and &&e E i f f e l  Toweâ a r e  Topics,  i n  ( a )  and ( b ) ,  
r e s p e c t i v e l y .  Indeed,  i n  Engl ish  t h e  semant ic  Topic is  
g e n e r a l l y  i d e n t i c a l  t o  t h e  s y n t a c t i c  Sub jec t ;  f o r  t h i s  
reason L i  and Thompson (1976~484)  e x p l a i n  t h a t  
s u b j e c t s  a r e  e s s e n t i a l l y  grammatical ized t o p i c s ;  
i n  t h e  p roces s  of being i n t e g r a t e d  i n t o  t h e  c a s e  
frame of t h e  verb  ( a t  which p o i n t  we c a l l  them 
s u b j e c t s ) ,  t o p i c s  become somewhat impure, and 
c e r t a i n  of t h e i r  t o p i c  p s o p e r t i e s  a r e  weakened, 
bu t  t h e i r  top ic- ness  is s t i l l  recognizab le .  
Consequently, i n  Engl ish  we a r e  a b l e  t o  i d e n t i f y  both  
weak ( i . e . ,  d i a c h r o n i c a l l y  i n t e g r a t e d )  Topics ,  which a r e  
unmarked, and s t r o n g  Topics,  which a r e  t h e  r e s u l t  of 
t o p i c a l i z a t i o n .  I n  sen tences  ( a )  and ( b )  above, t h e r e f o r e ,  
t h e  under l ined  s e n t e n c e- i n i t i a l  e lements  (de  Groo t ' s  
nThemesn), a r e  t o p i c a l i z e d  c o n s t i t u e n t s ,  f i l l i n g  t h e  marked 
Topic p o s i t i o n ;  t h e  s en t ence- in t e rna l  S u b j e c t s  (de  Groo t ' s  
nTopicsn)  a r e  i n  t h e  unmarked pre- verbal  p o s i t i o n .  Other 
examples of t h e  strong-weak Topic d i s t i n c t i o n  w i l l  be 
p re sen ted  below. 
I n  many t h e o r e t i c a l  accounts,  Engl i sh  TCs have been 
d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  on t h e  b a s i s  of marked and unmarked 
Topics/Themes ( t h e  terms w i l l  be  used in te rchangeably  
h e r e a f t e r ) ,  and i n  examining I L  p roduc t ion  of Engl i sh  
c o n s t r u c t i o n s  and t h e  s y n t a c t i c i z a t i o n  of Topic, t h i s  
d i s t i n c t i o n  i s  meaningful .  For a t  t h e  e a r l i e s t  s t a g e s  i n  
rut her ford*^ (1983) model, l e a r n e r s  t y p i c a l l y  produce 
"markedn Topics ,  and only a t  t h e  f i n a l  s t a g e s  do they  
c o n s i s t e n t l y  produce t h e  "unmarkedlw t a r g e t l i k e ,  i n t e g r a t e d  
Topic/Subject .  
Hal l iday  ( c i t e d  i n  Kress 1976) exempl i f i e s  t h e  
markedlunmarked d i s t i n c t i o n  wi th  t h e  fo l lowing  sen tences :  
Marked Topics  
a. These houses,  my g r a n d f a t h e r  s o l d  
b. Madrid it was t e r r i b l y  co ld  
Unmarked Topics 
a .  c a t a l o a u e  had obvious ly  been prepared 
b e f o r e  t hey 'd  hung t h e  p i c t u r e s  
b. &&Q is t h e  l e a d e r  
Other  examples of marked Engl i sh  TCs from Magretta 
( 1 9 7 7 ~ 5 5 )  [ s e e  a l s o  n o t e  21, Gundel ( l 977 : l33 ) ,  and 
Thompson 1 9 7 8 ~ 3 2 )  fol low;  u s u a l l y  t h e  preposed element is 
s e p a r a t e d  from t h e  main sen t ence  w i t h  j unc tu re ,  such a s  a  
pause, and by a p p r o p r i a t e  changes i n  s t r e s s  and in tona t ion .  
Also, t h e  Topics  a r e  o f t e n  in t roduced  wi th  such ph rases  a s  
'Concerning X t n  "As f o r  X r n  "You know X?,  He/she . . .'. 
T o ~ i c a l i z a t i o n  
a. Scrambled eggs I c a n ' t  s t a n d  t o  look a t  i n  t h e  
morning 
b. The window John broke 
c. John I d i d n ' t  expec t  t o  run i n t o  
d. A kangaroo J i m  ciaimed he  has never see* 
e. C i g a r e t t e s  I don ' t  t h ink  I ' l l  e v e r  be  a b l e  t o  
g i v e  up 
f .  That  paper on t o p i c a l i z a t i o n  Max t o l d  S h e i l a  no t  
t o  t e l l  anyone he had w r i t t e n  
a. I n t o  t h e  room f l i t t e d  Mrs. Golds te in  
b. Yesterday Mary went swimming 
c. I n  t h e  park we saw some j u g g l e r s  
d. About h i s  w i f e  w e  know l i t t l e  of  i n t e r e s t  
d i s l o c a t i o n /  % Cons t ruc t ions  
a .  John, I know him 
b. Ronald Reagan, I wonder i f  t h e  v o t e r s  r e a l l y  
l i k e  him 
c. A s  f o r  tobacco,  t h e  government may r a i s e  
t a x e s  on it 
d. About t h e  t a x  loopholes ,  most c i t i z e n s  a r e  
- 
unaware of them 
The last categoryl left dislocation (whichl in 
Magretta 1977 includes a special class of constructions 
with 'As f0rnt as in (c) and (dl) isl thereforel another 
form of topicalization. Howeverl it is distinguished from 
other kinds of topicalization in that there remains in the 
main sentence an overt pronoun that is coreferential with 
the preposed NP. 
2.2.4 Japanese 
Compared to English, which is Spl and MI which is Tp, 
Japanese is said to have base structures which are both Tp 
and Spl suggesting that Subject is more fundamental to J 
sentence Structure than it is in M. Although Topics in J 
and M share many common featuresl in J (but not M) 
Topics are morphologically coded: the postposition a 
marks Topics; Subjects are also morphologically coded in Jl 
with the postposition g,a. 
According to Thompson (1978)1 J is both a PWO and GWO 
languagel whose CWO is SOV. Word order is flexible to some 
extent due to the elaborate case marking systeml although 
changes in word order position express different 
pragmatic/semantic interpretation. Because J is a rigid 
verb-final languagel however, this word order flexibility 
is somewhat constrained. Recall that Rutherford (1983) 
attributed some of the observed differences in J and M ESL 
data to this partial GWO status of Jl namely that J were 
more sensitive to filling the Subject position in English 
with dummy Subjects. 
In addition to the surface coding of Subjects in J, 
and the nature of J word orderl a third feature which 
differentiates it from pure Tp languages (like Mandarin or 
Lisu) is the variety and frequency of passive constructions 
that occur in J. There are both 'indirectn and ndirectn 
passivesl with either adversive or neutral semantic 
featuresl depending on the construction (Kuno 1973; Howard 
and Niyekawa-Howard 1976). Furthermorel J demonstrates Sp 
features of Subjects with selectional restrictions and 
grammatical operations within the sentencel such as EQUIl 
naaara-constructionsl reflexivizati~n~ honorificati~n~ and 
quantifier float (Duff 1980). 
Some of the features most commonly associated with Tp 
and which occur in J are: surface coding of Topic; 'double 
Subject' constructions (two consecutive nominals, NPl- 
NP2-a) ; verb-final CWO; no dummy Subjects; and no 
syntactic Subject-verb agreement coded on the verb. 
The sen tences  below i l l u s t r a t e  some of t h e  f e a t u r e s  
r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  TSp c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  of J. I n  ( a ) ,  t h e r e  is a 
t y p i c a l  example of a ndouble Sub jec t n  c o n s t r u c t i o n  
( a s  i n  L i  and Thompson 1976) ;  t h e  f i r s t  ~ S u b j e c t m  is 
t o p i c a l i z e d  and t h u s  coded with  m, perhaps t o  avoid t h e  
ambiguity of two %-marked nSub jec t sw  (Mart in  19751, but  
t h e  whole-part r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h e  two nominals 
remains. I n  ( b ) ,  a  t o p i c a l i z e d  l o c a t i v e  appears  sentence-  
i n i t i a l l y  wi thout  a l o c a t i v e  c a s e  marker. I n  (c)  t h e  lack  
of e x p l e t i v e s  i n  meteorological- type c o n s t r u c t i o n s  is  
i l l u s t r a t e d ;  whereas i n  t h e  Engl i sh  g l o s s  t h e  dummy 
pronoun .& is used, i n  J t h e  S u b j e c t  NP is I r a i n ' .  
a. Sakana-wa t a i- g a  o i s i - i  
fish-TOP red  Snapper-NOM d e l i c  
'(As f o r )  F i s h  (Topic ) ,  red snapper is d e l i c i o u s '  
b. Gakkoo-wa boku-ga i sogas i -ka t - t a ,  
school-TOP I-NOM busy-PST 
' ( A s  f o r )  School (Topic ) ,  I was busy' 
c. h e - g a  f u t t e - i r u  
rain-NOM fall-PRCG 
' I t ' s  r a i n i n g '  
Kitagawa (1982) p r e s e n t s  a number of o t h e r  examples of 
TCs i n  J; among t h o s e  c i t e d  a r e  t h e  fo l lowing  (p.  ,176): 
a. Naomi-wa udon-o tabe- ta  
TOP noodle-ACC eat-PST 
'Naomi a t e  udon noodles '  
b. America-de-wa Sumiko-ga kuruma-o k a t- t a  
at-TOP NOM car-ACC buy-PST 
* I n  America, Sumiko bought a c a r 1  
c. Taroo-wa Hanako-ga iede- shi- ta  
TOP NOM leave-home-do-PST 
' A s  f o r  Taro, Hanako ran away from home1 
d. Bunmeikoko-wa dansei- no h e i k i n  zyumyoo-ga 
civil ized- nation-TOP man-Is average  l i f e  span-NOM 
naga- i 
long-PRES 
' C i v i l i z e d  c o u n t r i e s ,  t h e i r  male p o p u l a t i o n ' s  
average l i f e  span is long '  
Againl a s  above, Topics may be t h e  f i r s t  p a r t  of T C s  
resembling *double S u b j e c t s n  ( c f d ) ;  whereas t h e  whole-part 
r e l a t i o n s h i p  is q u i t e  c l e a r  i n  ( d l ,  it r e q u i r e s  more 
pragmat ic  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i n  ( c ) .  A l t e r n a t e l y ,  t h e  TCS may 
involve  preposed a d v e r b i a l s  and p o s t p o s i t i o n a l  p h r a s e s t  a s  
i n  ( b ) ,  o r  t o p i c a l i z e d  Sub jec t s  o r  o t h e r  c o n s t i t u e n t s l  a s  
i n  ( a ) .  
Within t h e  X-bar syn tax  convent ion f Kitagawa (1982) 
p o s i t s  a  pragmat ic  "Topic Binding" formula o r  o p e r a t i o n l  by 
means of which Topic ph ra ses  a r e  l i n k e d  wi th  coindexed 
elements (PRO) i n  p r e d i c a t e s t  such a s  would be r equ i r ed  a t  
some l e v e l  f o r  s e n t e n c e  ( c )  abovel i n  p a r t i c u l a r  (p. 184 ) :  
a. [Topic Z - u ]  [Pred F* V] 
b. Topic Binding: The- t o p i c  must be  bound 
p r a g m a t i c a l l y  t o  an X which is i n  t h e  domain 
of P r e d i c a t i o n  (Pred) . 
Kitagawa (1982:188) recognizes  t h a t  (1) Top ic s  may b e  
PPs and a d v e r b i a l s  a s  wel l  a s  NPst a s  i n  s e n t e n c e  (b )  
above; and ( 2 )  a  sen t ence  may have more than one Topic 
(w i th  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of a  n c o n t r a s t i v e "  read ing  f o r  t h e  
second Top ic ) ,  a s  i n :  
Bunmeikoku-wa dansei-wa h e i k i n  zyumyoo-ga naga- i 
c i v i l i z e d  countries-TOP man-TOP . . . [ a s  i n  (dl] 
* A s  f o r  c i v i l i z e d  c o u n t r i e s ,  a s  f a r  a s  men a r e  
concerned,  t h e  average l i f e  span is long 1 
Turning t o  o t h e r  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of J, PD is 
p e r m i s s i b l e  i n  many environments according t o  p r i m a r i l y  
pragmat ic  c r i t e r i a  ( c f .  Hinds 1978) .  S e r i a l  v e r b s  occur,  
a l though  on ly  i n  c e r t a i n  types  of c o n s t r u c t i o n s ;  e.g., wi th  
Ig ive , '  I r e c e i v e f 1  'comell and *go. I 
C r o s s - s e n t e n t i a l  Topic  cha ins  a r e  common i n  d i s c o u r s e l  and 
a r e  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  phenomenon of e l l i p s i s  i n  Japanese t  
which has  rece ived  a  cons ide rab le  amount of a t t e n t i o n  ( c f .  
Hinds 1978) .  
2.2.5 Mandarin 
Mandarin is a Tp language i n  which t h e  Topic f u n c t i o n  
is " i n t e g r a t e d  i n t o  b a s i c  sen tence  s t r u c t u r e ,  and Topic and 
Subjec t  a r e  d i s t i n c t n  ( L i  and Thompson 1976:485). I t  has 
Pragmatic Word Order (PWO). which means t h a t  t h e  word order  
is q u i t e  f l e x i b l e l  and s e r v e s  t o  convey pragmat ic  a s  
opposed t o  grammatical  in format ion  (Thompson 1978) .  The 
b a s i c  s en t ence  has  an i n i t i a l  Topic r  fol lowed by a  
p r e d i c a t e  whose CWO is ( S )  VOr w i th  OV v a r i a t i o n  (L i  and 
Thompson 1981) .  Mandarin is a  language which pe rmi t s  
Sub jec t  e l l i p s i s  (PRO-drop), and has  no dummy Sub jec t  
pronounsr and no t r u e  p a s s i v e s  (on ly  p a s s i v e s  w i th  an 
" a c c i d e n t a l "  c o n n o t a t i o n ) .  Below we w i l l  e l a b o r a t e  on some 
of t h e s e  f e a t u r e s .  
Topic i n  Mandarin is u s u a l l y  a  d e f i n i t e  NP which 
Occurs s e n t e n c e- i n i t i a l l y r  and is sepa ra t ed  from t h e  
Comment by an o p t i o n a l  "pause o r  pause p a r t i c l e ,  and 
a p p r o p r i a t e  p rosod ic  f e a t u r e s .  P reve rba l  p o s i t i o n  is 
reserved  f o r  d e f i n i t e  r e f e r e n t s r  as sen tence  ( a )  below 
i l l u s t r a t e s ;  i n d e f i n i t e  r e f e r e n c e  is necessary  when t h e  
nominal appears  a f t e r  t h e  ve rb r  a s  i n  s en t ence  (b)  ( L i  and 
Thompson 1 9 7 8 ~ 2 2 8 )  : 
/ 
a. z e i  pgo l e  
t h i e f  run ASP 
IThe t h i e f  has run away1 
/ 
b. P ~ O  l e  z e i  
run ASP t h i e f  
' A  t h i e f  has  run away1 
Comments o f t e n  do no t  con ta in  e i t h e r  a  Sub jec t  o r  an 
anaphor ic  pronoun t h a t  is c o r e f e r e n t i a l  w i th  t h e  Topic NP. 
This  is i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  t h e  fo l lowing  sen tence  from L i  and 
Thompson (197822271 : 
/ 
~ i i k u i i  t i a n  wgmen zh;ng d a k  
t h a t  f i e l d  we grow r i c e  
*That  f i e l d  (TOP) we grow r i c e  (on it) 
Some TCs have t h e  s t r u c t u r e  NP-NP-VPr i n  which t h e  
f i r s t  NP is Topic1 and t h e  second is Sub jec t ;  a l though  they  
have d i f f e r e n t  r e f e r e n t s r  t h e r e  is an i m p l i c i t  whole- part 
r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h e  NPs. Examples from Barry (1975) 
fol low;  some of t h e  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  a r e  obvious ly  s i m i l a r  t o  
J examples c i t e d  above ( i n  Sec t ion  2.2.4). 
a .  W: tLu tLng 
I head h u r t  
*My head h u r t s t  
/ , 
b. ~ u n ~ g w 6  d i d i  ren dw; 
China l a n d  l a r g e  people  many 
#Ch ina ' s  t e r r i t o r y  is l a r g e  and i ts  people  
many 
u \ 
c. ~2ib ;n  syw&heng (li) r t; dzwei ts6ngming 
t h a t  c lass  s t u d e n t s  ( i n )  he most smar t  
' I n  t h a t  c l a s s  of  s t u d e n t s ,  h e  is t h e  b r i g h t e s t '  
Although i n  t h e  above t h r e e  s e n t e n c e s  t h e r e  i s  a  
semant ic  whole- part r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h e  Topic and t h e  
S u b j e c t l  t h i s  is n o t  always t h e  c a s e  i n  TC c o n s t r u c t i o n s ;  
t h e  fo l lowing  t h r e e  s en t ences  a t t e s t  t o  t h i s  v a r i a b l i l i t y  
i n  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between Topic and c o n s t i t u e n t s  i n  t h e  
s e n t e n t i a l  p r e d i c a t e  ( L i  and Thompson 1976:479): 
\ - 
a. Nei-chang huz xTngkui xiaofang-du; lii de ku> i  
that-CLASS f i r e  f o r t u n a t e  f i r e- b r i g a d e  come quick 
'That f i r e  ( T o p i c ) #  f o r t u n a t e l y  t h e  f i r e  
b r i g a d e  came q u i c k l y t  
" 
b. ~Gngwu wo =&hang bso-she; z h h g c e  
animal I advoca te  conse rva t ion  p o l i c y  
tAnimals (Top) r I advocate  a  conse rva t ion  p o l i c y '  
\ / . / . . b 
c. Nei-zuo f a n g z i  x ingkui  qL-nian mei x i a  xue 
that-CLASS house f o r t u n a t e  l a s t - y e a r  n o t  snow 
'That house ( T o P ~ c ) ~  f o r t u n a t e l y  it d i d n ' t  snow 
l a s t  y e a r '  
Sometimes t h e  semant ic  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h e  two 
nominals o r  c o n s t i t u e n t s  is l o c a t i v e  o r  temporal  (Barry  
1 9 7 5 ~ 6 ,  L i  and Thompson 1981:95, Xu and Langendoen 1 9 8 5 ~ 5 ) :  
a. ~ T n t y a n  t y i n c h i  hgn h& 
today weather  very  good 
'Today t h e  weather is ve ry  good' 
b. chYLngshang p i j e  hgn dw; b i h 6  
on t h e  wall  c l imbing very  many salamanders 
( L i t :  The wall is cl imbing many salamanders)  
IThe wall has  a l o t  of sa lamanders  c l imbing on i t 1 
. " "  
c. 1968 n i i n  8  yuG 22 r i  wo y o n g y u ~ n  bh h u i  w:ngj1 
y e a r  month day I eve r  n o t  w i l l  f o r g e t  
*August 22, 1968, I w i l l  never  f o r g e t t  
d. ~ i i b g i  kgyi chx d e  h& hgo 
a t  T a i p e i  can eat ve ry  good 
' I n  T a i p e i  one can eat ve ry  w e l l '  
The re fo re l  as Xu and Langendoen (1985) p o i n t  o u t ,  both  
argument and,non-argument p o s i t i o n s  can be t o p i c a l i z e d  i n  
M; indeed,  even ve rb  ph ra ses  and e n t i r e  c l a u s e s  can be 
Topics  according t o  L i  and Thompson (1981:98-99): 
i b b  .# c ~ G - ~ u  h g  cha wo q ing  n i  
ex i t -go  dr ink  t e a  I i n v i t e  you 
'Going ou t  f o r  t e a l  1'11 i n v i t e  ( t r e a t )  you1 
\ " \  \ 
Lish i- x i  kgi-hui  wg kgyi ggn 
h i s t o r y  dep t .  hold-meeting 1 can w i t h  
" .  / / 
L i s i  t i - y i - t i  
L i s i  mention-one-mention 
'(When) t h e  h i s t o r y  department has  i t s  meet ingl  
I can mention (it) t o  L i s i '  
C lose ly  r e l a t e d  t o  i ts  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  a s  a Tp 
language w i t h  PWO, M does no t  have dummy S u b j e c t s  such a s  
Engl ish  fi o r  t h e r e .  Thusl L i  and Thompson (1976~468)  
c o n t r a s t  t h e  fo l lowing  M c o n s t r u c t i o n s  w i th  t h e i r  Engl ish  
c o u n t e r p a r t s :  
a. zhzr  hgn r; 
h e r e  ve ry  ho t  
' I t  is very  hot  i n  he re1  
? - \ - / 
b. Y ~ U  y i - t i a o  ma0 z a i  huayuan-l i  
e x i s t  one-CLASS c a t  a t  garden- in 
'There is a c a t  i n  t h e  garden '  
- 
" / , 
c. Keneng zhG-chang z h h z h e n  j i ~ - ~ i o  j iGsu- le  
p o s s i b l e  this-CLASS war wi l l -soon end-ASP 
'It  is p o s s i b l e  t h a t  t h i s  war w i l l  end soon'  
The types  of TCs t h a t  occur i n  M wi thout  S u b j e c t s  a r e  
i n s t r u c t i v e  i n s o f a r  a s  they  r e v e a l  sou rces  f o r  t h e  I L  
c o n s t r u c t i o n s  which a r e  desc r ibed  i n  Schachte r  and 
Rutherford (1979) and Rutherf  ord (1983) . Consider  f o r  
example, t h e  fol lowing M c o n s t r u c t i o n s  (from L i  and 
Thompson 1981:88-89): 
- - 
a.  ~ S i - b g n  sh6 chuban l e  
that-CL book p u b l i s h  ASP 
'That  bookl (someone) has  publ i shed  i t '  
b. l?;ngzi zio-h:o l e  
house b u i l d- f i n i s h  ASP 
'The housel (someone) has  f i n i s h e d  b u i l d i n g  i t '  
, - / 
c. zhki-ge t i m i  zu i  hgo buyio t i - c h u - l a i  
this-CL t o p i c  most good d o n ' t  bringzup-exit-come 
'This  t o p i c l  (you'd) b e t t e r  n o t  b r i n g  it up1 
Li and Thompson (1981:89) caution that 
it is important to be aware that Mandarin 
sentences such as [those above] are not passive 
constructions. They are simply topic-comment 
constructions in which the subject of the verb is 
not present. 
Sentences with Subjects also occur in Kandarin, of 
course, as in the ndouble-Subject' constructions 
illustrated above. Subjects control refle~ivization~ but 
the grammatical cohesion between Subject and Predicate is 
very loose compared to English. Li and Thompson (1981:16) 
explain that 
the subject is not marked by position" by 
agreementl or by any case markerl and in fact, in 
ordinary conversation, the subject may be missing 
altogether . . . 
If Subject in M is difficult to define (other than by 
its so-called "doingn or 'beingn relationship with the 
p~edicate)~ nverbn is possibly even more difficult to 
define. For examplel Tai (1982) and Li and Thompson (1981) 
note that Mandarin verbs are not codgd for tense and 
ag r eement ; furthernorel the ad] ective/verb/coverb 
distinction is not a clear onel and copular linking verbs 
are not used. 
With regard to pronominal anaphora, there is optional 
zero-pronominalization for Subject in simplex sentences and 
in correlative structures (but obligatory PD in adverbial 
clause constructions); for example (Li and Thompson 
1978~263) : 
" / . 
~znwei 2hZng-sgn xzhuan nit sugyi (ts) lai zher 
because Zhang-san like you therefore (he) come here 
'Because Zhang-san liked youl he came here' 
In terms of PD in MI Li and Thompson (1978:263) state that 
The typologically distinct characteristic of 
Mandarin pronominalization is that often an NP 
preceded by another coreferential W is simply 
deleted. This deletion process may occur within a 
complex sentence or across sentence boundaries in 
discourse. 
Another feature of MI referred to above, is that of 
serial verb constructions [defined in Appendix All in which 
a s i n g l e  Sub jec t  governs  two conca tena ted  v e r b s  ( L i  and 
Thompson 1976 : 478) : 
\ \ 
Zhzng-szn m z i  p i a o  j inqu  
Zhang-san buy t i c k e t  go-in 
IZhang-san bought a t i c k e t  {and went in/  
t o  go i n i }  
I n  a second kind of s e r i a l  verb  (L i  and Thompson 
1976:478),  t h e  Sub jec t  is agent  of one p r e d i c a t e  (V) and 
expe r i ence r  of  t h e  o the r :  
W: h u i  l e  gi& xi2ngshGu 
I spend ASP money enjoy 
I 1  s p e n t  money {and had a good time/ 
t o  have a good t i m e '  1 
A d i f f e r e n t  k ind  of PRO-drop which is. c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  
of Tp languages  is discourse-embedded. I n  a s e r i e s  of 
s en t ences ,  we observe  t h e  degree  t o  which a so- ca l led  
"Topic cha in n a l l ows  an e a r l i e r  s t a t e d  o r  e s t a b l i s h e d  Topic 
t o  t r i g g e r  t h e  subsequent  omission of c o r e f e r e n t i a l  Topics.  
Therefore ,  it appears  t h a t  PD could be  cons idered  another  
e f f e c t  of  Topic Prominence (Gundel 1980, Gundel and Tarone 
1983; bu t  s e e  Huang 1984) .  Pragmatic s t r a t e g i e s  a r e  used 
by M l i s t e n e r s  t o  r e t r i e v e  t h e  r e f e r e n t i a l  Topic. An 
exanple  of a Topic cha in  from L i  and Thompson (1978:264) 
fo l lows:  
/ 
a.  ~ i i c h a n g  hug x:ngkui xiGo f a n g - d h  l a i  de  ku>i 
t h a t  f i r e  f o r t u n a t e l y  f i r e- b r i g a d e  come quick 
" , \ . 
b. Zhi s h i o - l e  ~ i n - ~ e  f angz i ,  fang- le  y i - x i e  yzn 
on ly  burn-ASP t h r e e  house, release-ASP some smoke 
" \ . \ 
c .  ~ & f g n - z h & ~  yihou,  j i u  mie-le 
f ive-minutes l a t e r ,  then extinguish-ASP 
'That  f i r e  (Top ic ) ,  f o r t u n a t e l y  t h e  f i r e- b r i g a d e  
came qu ick ly .  ( I t )  only burned up t h r e e  houses, 
and r e l e a s e d  some smoke. F ive  minutes l a t e r ,  ( i t )  
was ex t inguished . '  
2.2.6 Summary of P a r t  I1 
I n  t h i s  b r i e f  l i n g u i s t i c  overview, w e  have t r i e d  
f i r s t  t o  d e f i n e  t h e  c o n s t r u c t s  of Topic, Sub jec t ,  Tp and 
sp ,  a l though  i n  doing s o  w e  have, admi t t ed ly ,  avoided 
address ing  some of t h e  thorny i s s u e s  r e l a t e d  t o  t hese .  
Secondly, we have p re sen ted  t h e  k inds  of Topic-Comment 
c o n s t r u c t i o n s  which a r e  p e r m i s s i b l e  i n  Engl i sh ,  J, and M, 
and t h e  e x t e n t  t o  which they  a r e  cons idered  e i t h e r  b a s i c  
and unmarked, o r  de r ived  and t h u s  marked i n  t h e  r e s p e c t i v e  
grammars. The t y p e s  of c o n s t r u c t i o n s  p o s i t e d  by Rutherford 
(1983) t o  occur i n  t h e  I L  d a t a  of J and M l e a r n e r s  of ESL 
can b e  l a r g e l y  t r a c e d  t o  (1) L I  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  and ( 2 )  t h e  
pragmat ic  s t r a t e g i e s  used by speake r s  of Topic Prominent 
languages. 
I n  t h e  nex t  s e c t i o n ,  we cons ide r  t h e  development of 
languages  over t ime,  from Topic Prominence t o  Sub jec t  
Prominence. 
2.3 S y n t a c t i c i z a t i o n  of Topic 
I n  P a r t  I o f  t h i s  chap te r ,  t h e  phenomenon of t r a n s f e r  
was d i scussed  i n  terms of t h e  c o n s t r a i n t s  t h a t  o p e r a t e  i n  
con junc t ion  with  t r a n s f e r  t b  make i t  p o s s i b l e  f o r  L l  
s t r u c t u r e s ,  d i scourse- func t ions ,  o r  t y p o l o g i c a l  parameter 
s e t t i n g s  t o  be e i t h e r  abandoned o r  r e t a i n e d .  i n  11,. r t  was 
po in ted  ou t  t h a t  t y p o l o g i c a l  d i s t a n c e  o r  l e a r n e r s r  
p e r cep t ion  of d i s t a n c e  a r e  n o t  neces sa ry  o r  s u f f i c i e n t  
c o n d i t i o n s  f o r  t r a n s f e r  t o  occur. Rather ,  t h e  compati- 
i l i t y  of  t h e  L l  o r  I L  s t r u c t u r e  w i th  o t h e r  p r i n c i p l e s  of  
anguage development, markedness, pragmat ic  demands, and 
n i v e r s a l  grammar s e r v e s  t o  r e i n f o r c e  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  
t r a n s f e r a b i l i t y  of a given s t r u c t u r e  o r  parameter.  For 
t h i s  reason,  it was seen t h a t  t h e  produc t ion  o f  L l- l i k e  
t o p i c a l i z e d  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  of v a r i o u s  k inds  is a  n a t u r a l  
p roces s  i n  SLA. HoweverI t h e  e f f e c t s  of  t h e  Tp c o n s t r a i n t  
a r e  n o t  only  evidenced i n  t h e  produc t ion  of l i t e r a l  
t r a n s l a t i o n s  of L l  TCs. The same d i s c o u r s e  f u n c t i o n  may be 
r e f l e c t e d  i n  t h e  avoidance of some forms, such a s  r e l a t i v e  
c l a u s e s ,  o r  t h e  ~ o v e r p r o d u c t i o n w  of some L2 forms which a r e  
adopted t o  s e r v e  L l  d i s c o u r s e  f u n c t i o n s  a s  w e l l  a s  t h e i r  
usua l  func t ion  i n  t h e  L2. Thus, l o c a t i v e s  and ex t r a -  
p o s i t i o n  i n  Japanese d a t a I  and e x i s t e n t i a l s  and heavy 
Sub jec t s  i n  Mandarin d a t a  a r e  cons idered  t o  be 
"overproduced" f o r  t h i s  reason; t h i s  judgment is determined 
by an IL performance a n a l y s i s ,  r a t h e r  than  a comparison 
wi th  normat ive  d a t a .  Also, t h e  r e l a t i v e  pace of 
a c q u i s i t i o n  toward Subjec t  Prominence is y e t  ano ther  s i g n  
of a  t r a n s f e r  e f f e c t  i f ,  say ,  Japanese  l e a r n e r s  a r e  a b l e  t o  
p a s s  through t h e  va r ious  developmental  s t a g e s  more qu ick ly  
than Mandarin l e a r n e r s ,  on t h e  grounds t h a t  Japanese  is  
Tp and Sp and has  pragmatic and grammatical  word 
Order, and consequent ly  is more s e n s i t i v e  t o  t h e  Subjec t  
func t ion  and p o s i t i o n  i n  ESL. 
I n  P a r t  I1 of t h i s  chap te r ,  we reviewed L i  and 
Thompsonrs (1976) t y p o l o g i c a l  paradigm, and some of t h e  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of Topics and Sub jec t s ,  and t h e n  o u t l i n e d  
kinds  o f  TCs which a r e  pe rmis s ib l e  i n  t h e  r e s p e c t i v e  L l s .  
Engl ish ,  it was noted,  has  Topic f u n c t i o n s  which a r e  
i n t e g r a t e d  wi th  t h o s e  of Subjec t ,  and TCs of t h e  Japanese 
and Mandarin s o r t  a r e  considered r e l a t i v e l y  marked. By 
c o n t r a s t ,  t h e  range of TCs t h a t  can occur  a s  unmarked 
c o n s t r u c t i o n s  i n  Japanese and Mandarin, such a s  double 
Sub jec t s  i n  which t h e  f i r s t  element could n o t  be  de r ived  
from any o t h e r  element i n  t h e  s en t ence ,  was h igh l igh ted .  
S u b t l e  d i f f e r e n c e s  between Japanese  and Mandarin were no t  
expressly discussedr but it was pointed out that J has more 
Sp features than M andr furthermorer that it lacks some of 
the word order flexiblility and constructions such as 
seria1,verbs which are claimed for M. 
In this sectionr we turn to a review of studies which 
have discussed the nature of ~yntacticization~ as in the 
developmental shift from Tp to Spr or in other wordsr from 
the npragmaticn or "pre-syntacticn node to the 'syntacticn 
mode. This overview will familiarize readers with the 
naturalness and origins of the constructions which 
Rutherford's developmental model posits for Japanese and 
Mandarin learners. 
We will cite studies and main findings that address 
the fundamental question about the roles of Topics and 
Subjects in studies of language change and developmentr in 
universal grammarr and most particularly in SLA. We will 
proceed by outlining studies which look at various kinds Of 
developmental linguistic datar for as Givon (1979) and Zobl 
(1984) noter there should be consistency in what consti- 
.tutes an "allowablen sequence in languages across all kinds 
of language developmentr here with regard to a shift from 
Tp to Sp. We will present the findings of child Ll 
acquisition studies, child SLA, adult SLA, pidginizationt 
and diachronic studies of the syntacticization of Topics 
into sentence-internal constituents.(primarily Subjects) at 
different points in time. This global perspective of the 
shift from Tp to Sp, coupled with an understanding of the 
various factors involved in the transfer of Ll parameters 
such as Tp, gives us a powerful and broad foundation upon 
which to make predictions and to analyze the J and M ESL 
data in the research portion of the thesis. For we shall 
see if the syntacticization of Topic in 3 and M ESL 
conforms to patterns established in other developmental 
data; and yetr within the established bounds of possible 
structurest how J and M might achieve the same processes 
differently. 
2.3.1 An Integrated Perspective of Syntacticization 
Givon's (1979) descriptionr interpretationr and 
functional explanation of syntacticization from discourse 
to syntax (i.e.r Tp to SpIr like Li and Thompson's 
linguistic typology presented in Part TIr is central to the 
discussion in this thesis. For Givonr perhaps following 
Slobin's (1977) perspectiver observes strikingr non- 
coincidental parallels in (1) the diachronic process of 
syntacti~ization~ or "the genesis of syntax ex-discoursen 
(Given 1979:222); (2 )  t h e  development of Creo le  languages 
from P idg ins ;  ( 3 )  c h i l d  v e r s u s  a d u l t  language; and ( 4 )  
i n fo rma l  v e r s u s  formal speech. A f i f t h  a r ea ,  t h a t  of SLA8 
was n o t  s p e c i f i c a l l y  addressed by Givon (197918 bu t  
r e f l e c t s  many of t h e  same developmental  p rocesses .  Each of 
t h e s e  f a c e t s  of s y n t a c t i c i z a t i o n  w i l l  be  considered 
s e p a r a t e l y  below, bu t  a g e n e r a l  s k e t c h  o f > t h e  s i m i l a r i t i e s  
a c r o s s  t h e  d i f f e r e n t  t y p e s  of language change w i l l  be 
u s e f u l  here .  
What Givon has  observed i n  v a r i o u s  kinds  of d a t a  he 
has  analyzed is t h a t  S u b j e c t s  evo lve  from Topics  by means 
of t h e  development of grammatical and semant ic  coding 
convent ions  ( s e e  Sec t ion  1.3,  above) ,  such a s  grammatical 
agreement w i th  v e r b a l  morphology, and t h e  o v e r a l l  
" t i g h t e n i n g  upn of s en t ence- in te rna l  syntax.  Of major 
i n t e r e s t  is t h a t  a s  TCs g i v e  r i s e  t o  Subjec t- Pred ica te  
s t r u c t u r e ,  word o rde r  no longer  has  a uniquely  pragmatic 
func t ion ;  r a t h e r 8  it t a k e s  on semant ic  and s y n t a c t i c  
f u n c t i o n s  a s  w e l l .  Grammatical morphology inc reases ;  
syn tax  becomes more complex; i n t o n a t i o n  and s t r e s s  have a 
l e s s e r  f u n c t i o n a l  r o l e ;  t h e  r a t i o  of nouns t o  ve rbs  w i th in  
t h e  s en t ence  is g r e a t e r  a s  s e r i a l  v e r b s  develop i n t o  one 
main ve rb  and v a r i o u s  c a s e  markers, which a r e  l a t e r  bound 
t o  t h e i r  r e s p e c t i v e  nominal arguments; and verbs  a r e  
s e m a n t i c a l l y  more complex (p.  223).  
To summarize h i s  p o s i t i o n 8  Givon (1979:232) s t a t e s  
t h a t  
It seems r a t h e r  c l e a r  t h a t  t h e  pragmat ic  mode of 
human communication . . is o n t o g e n e t i c a l l y  and 
p h y l o g e n e t i c a l l y  e a r l i e r ,  and, i n  terms of c ross -  
language a t t e s t a t i o n 8  more u n i v e r s a l  t han  t h e  
s y n t a c t i c  mode. A t  t h e  s y n t a c t i c  l e v e l ,  languages  
t end  t o  d i v e r g e  enormously. A t  t h e  pragmat ic  
l e v e l 8  t h e y  tend  t o  be amazingly s i m i l a r .  The 
f a c t  t h a t  t h i s  mode is  always used under t h e  
s t r e s s f u l  c o n d i t i o n  of no common language -- a s  i n  
P i d g i n s  o r  fo re ign- ta lk  -- s imply underscores  its 
s t a t u s  as t h e  u n i v e r s a l  common denominator. 
2.3.2 S y n t a c t i c i z a t i o n  i n  Diachronic  S t u d i e s  
Givon (1979) i d e n t i f i e s  s e v e r a l  a s p e c t s  of  d i ach ron ic  
change r e l a t e d  t o  s y n t a c t i c i z a t i o n .  F i r s t  and foremost 8 
S u b j e c t s  evolve from Topics and grammatical agreement on 
t h e  v e r b  develops.  Th i s  p roces s  is i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  Tok 
P i s i n #  a Papua New Guinea language (Givon 1979:210). 
Another example of t h e  r e a n a l y s i s  of  sen tence- externa l  
Topics t o  a  s e n t e n c e- i n t e r n a l  e q u i v a l e n t  (something ak in  t o  
Topic/Subject/Focus) is found i n  Foley and Van Valin 
(1984).  The a u t h o r s  t r a c e  t h e  development of t h e  c lause-  
i n t e r n a l  "Topic-Focusn c o n s t i t u e n t  i n  P h i l i p p i n e  languagesI  
which i n  Tagalog is case-marked wi th  t h e  p o s t p o s i t i o n  u. 
The p o s i t i o n  and f u n c t i o n  of t h e -  --phrase is 
d i s t i n g u i s h e d  from a  d i a c h r o n i c a l l y  e a r l i e r  sentence-  
i n i t i a l  and sen tence- ex te rna l  Topic. Thus Foley and Van 
Va l in  d i f f e r e n t i a t e  Topics and "Pragmatic P i v o t s "  (e.g., 
grammaticized S u b j e c t s ,  c l a u s e- i n t e r n a l  Topic/Focus),  t h e  
l a t t e r  being a  p roduc t  of t h e  s y n t a c t i c i z a t i o n  p roces s  i n  
t h o s e  languages.  The Engl ish  Sub jec t  is a l s o  analyzed a s  a  
Pragmat ic  P i v o t  i n  t h i s  work. A t o p i c a l i z i n g  movement r u l e  
s t i l l  o p e r a t e s  i n  P h i l i p p i n e  languages ,  much a s  it does i n  
Engl i sh ,  by prepos ing  c o n s t i t u e n t s  t o  s e n t e n c e- i n i t i a l  
p o s i t i o n  f o r  s t r i c t l y  pragmat ic  purposes;  t h i s  is no longer  
a  b a s i c  c o n s t r u c t i o n  i n  P h i l i p p i n e  grammars though, a s  it 
seems t o  have been a t  one time. 
Givon (1979:222-223) p o i n t s  o u t  t h a t  a l l  languages 
have a v a i l a b l e  t o  them ways of making in format ion  s a l i e n t  
f o r  f u n c t i o n a l I  pragmat ic  purposes;  bu t  i n  some languagesI 
t h e  pragmat ic  mode is more s t r u c t u r a l l y  b a s i c ,  whereas i n  
o t h e r s I  it is simply an o p t i o n a l  a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  a more 
s y n t a c t i c i z e d  base  s t r u c t u r e  ( c f .  L i  and Thompson 1976) .  
I would l i k e  t o  p o s i t  two extreme p o l e s  of 
G-e &: t h e  p raama t i c  mode and t h e  
s v n t a c t i c  mode. I n  t h e  c a s e s  surveyed above 
[ i . e a I  of d i a c h r o n i c  change],  w e  have been d e a l i n g  
wi th  t h e  r ise  of t h e  l a t t e r  o u t  of  t h e  former. 
That  every  language has W extremes -- as well 
a s  any i n t e r m e d i a t e  i n  between -- [ i s ]  obvious. 
(Givon 1979:222-223) . 
Other r e f l e x e s  of d i a c h r o n i c  s y n t a c t i c i z a t i o n  o u t l i n e d  
i n  Givon (1979) i nc lude  t h e  e v o l u t i o n  of :  p a s s i v i z a t i o n  
( i n  e -g . ,  a  Bantu language and i n  Indones i an ) ;  r e l a t i v e  
c l a u s e s  from c o n d i t i o n a l s  ( e -g . ,  i n  Hi t t i te ;  c f .  Haiman 
1978) ;  subord ina t ion  i n  t h e  VP from c o o r d i n a t i o n  (e.g., i n  
Arabic)  ; c a u s i t i v i z a t i o n  and more complex v e r b s  and NPs 
(e.g., g e n i t i v e s  i n  K r i o ) ;  c l e f t  and W-ques t ions ;  
s e n t e n t i a l  complements (e.g.,  B i b l i c a l  Hebrew); and 
i n f l e c t i o n a l  morphology. 
2.3'3 syntacticization from Pidgins to Creoles 
Another kind of diachronic change invol 
syntacticization or creolization of Pidgins 
characterizes Pidgins as having: "no stable sy 
224); a slower rate of delivery; no systematic g 
word order; ntransparent" TCs, but little in the way of 
Subject-Predicate structure; and minimal subordination. 
Creoles, however, evolve in the speech of children of 
Pidgin speakers, that is within just a few years, and they 
are more representative of a syntactic mode than a 
pragmatic one. The emergent syntacticized Pidgin languages 
(i.e., Creoles) 
possess the entire range of grammatical 
used in the syntax of natural languages, 
fixed word order, grammatical mor 
intonation, embedding, and various constraints. 
(Givon 1979:224) 
2.3.4 Syntacticization in Ll Acquisition 
Givon (1979) and Bates and MacWhinney (1979) 
illustrate how early child first language acquisition is 
characteristic of the pragmatic mode of communication, 
compared to later child language and adult language, which 
are representative of the full-fledged syntactic mode. 
Givon notes the similarity between early stages of acqui- 
sition and Pidgins, which he attributes to the speakers1 
focus on communication, lack of common pragmatic back- 
ground, and the immediately obvious and nown) 
context of discourse. 
Bates and MacWhinney (1979) and Zobl (1983) share the 
view that 
certain longitudinal research in several language 
communities supports the functionalist hypothesis 
that children use a combination of semantic and 
pragmatic factors to guide their discovery of 
surface grammatical devices. In addition, there is 
a certain amount of evidence to support the 
prediction that early pragmatic ordering will 
place comment before topic, while topic fronting 
will be discovered only after the child becomes 
aware of the fact that the listener's perspective 
is different from his own. 
(Bates and MacWhinney 1979:194). 
e appears initially to be a stage with an 
and Comment only, followed by a Comment- 
Topic stage, next a Topic-Comment stage, and finally a 
mature syntacticized grammar. This evolution of Subjects 
out of Topics in child language acquisition was also 
described by Gruber (1967) in an early analysis of a two- 
year-old's production of CTs and TCs. 
2.3.5 From Syntactic to Pragmatic Mode in Different 
Registers 
Givon (1979) has emphasized the fact that the 
diachronic or developmental shift from a pragmatic language 
mode to a syntactic one does not entail the loss of the 
former. Rather, both modes are available to speakers of a 
syntacticized language, and when there is communicative 
stress or lack of formal constraints on language use, the 
adult speaker may revert to a more pragmatic mode. Here, we 
will consider first the production of TCs in informal as 
opposed to formal registers, and second, the role of 
topicalization in the "Foreigner Talkn register. 
Informal registers are characterized by Givon 
(1979~229) as having more TCs and left-dislocations than 
formal (e.g., written) registers; a slower rate of delivery 
with more repetitions and pauses; simplification of gram- 
matical morphology; and shorter verbal clauses. 
(1981) illustrates this point by examining 
pontaneous English discourse, in which she 
akers use a number of pragmatic strategies to 
introduce, retrieve, and echo discourse topics, as well as 
to repair communication breakdown. She claims that 
informal English allows TCs which are surprisingly very 
similar to those in Chinese, and examples she cites from 
her data include the following constructions (Bland 
1981:33-34) : 
a. Roy I didn't know very well then. 
b. Your pants, you can't go out like that. 
c. My papers, the whole break was ruined. 
d. My work, I'm going crazy. 
e. My family, well my mother, we didn't have 
even have a car for ten years. 
Another case of the pragmatic mode being used is found 
in "Foreigner Talk," which is the speech addressed to those 
whose language proficiency appears to be less than native- 
like (Ferguson 1975). Again, a preponderance of TCs and 
lexical, morphological, and predicate simplification are 
used to attempt to make the language more comprehensible to 
the nonnative addressee and more easily processed as well. 
This supports the notion suggested in the section on trans- 
fer, that TCS are psycholinguistically unmarked (although 
as Givon 1984 reports, TCs can be seen as marked in the 
sense that they disrupt the continuity- of discourse). 
Givon (1984:128) identifies the communicative effectiveness 
of TCs, in that 
If one has difficulty establishing a new topic, or 
if one suspects that the hearer is likely to 
experience such a difficulty, the most sensible 
strategy is first to make sure that the topic is 
established, and only then to come up with 
the new information. 
That this strategic simplification in fact aids 
communication and comprehension was the focus of Chaudronls 
(1983) psycholinguistic experiment. Fle examined the effect 
of ESL teachers' topic reinstatements on comprehension and 
recall by L2 learners, hypothesizing that in terms of 
psycholinguistic salience and pragmatic effectiveness, the 
ranking of topicalizing strategies would be as follows: 
Rhetorical > Repeated Noun > If-clause > Simple > Synonym 
Question - - - Noun - 
His hypotheses were supported to some extent, although 
it turned out that the proficiency level of learners 
determined to a large degree the topicalization effect. 
In short, pragmatic strategies such as topicalization 
are used in languages and in certain registers of languages 
in order to reduce the linguistic and psycholinguistic 
complexity of discourse, and to thereby facilitate commu- 
nication. 
2.3.6 Syntacticization in Child SLA 
In this section, a study of child SLA will be cited, 
followed by a review of adult SLA literature concerned with 
the development of syntax, especially of Subject, in ESL. 
Zobl (1983) studied the ESL of young Francophone 
children partly in response to findings reported in the 
literature that children produce certain types of Topic- 
Comment (TC) constructions in early SLA (cf. Hatch 1976). 
One aspect of the study was to see how age might affect the 
r e l a t i v e  of TCs found i n  t h e  c h i l d r e n ws  d a t a ,  
s i n c e  p rev ious  r e s e a r c h  (e.g., Ba tes  1976) had shown t h a t  
c h i l d r e n  between ages  4-9 y e a r s  used a p r i m a r i l y  s y n t a c t i c  
N-V-N p roces s ing  h e u r i s t i c  i n  L l  and L2 produc t ion ,  whereas 
younger c h i l d r e n  tended t o  use a p ragmat ic  h e u r i s t i c  o r  
s t r a t e g y ,  a s  i n  t h e  use of TCs. 
I n  t h e  ESL of h i s  youngest French s u b j e c t s ,  aged two 
t o  t h r e e  yea r s ,  Zobl found a l a r g e  p ropor t ion  Of bo th  CTs 
and TCs, i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  b a s i c  SV(0) word o rde r .  Th i s  
r e f l e c t s  t h e  use  of pragmatic s t r a t e g i e s  a l s o  evidenced i n  
L l  p roduc t ion  i n  c h i l d r e n  a t  t h a t  age. Examples he  c i t e s  
(1983:213) fol low:  
a. Ready t h e  s t e a k  (CT) 
*The s t e a k  is ready t o  eat1 
b. Soup g i v e  it t o  baby (TC) 
'Th is  soup, I/we should g i v e  it t o  t h e  baby w 
c. P lane  . . . I go p l a y  (TC) 
w I ' m  gonna p lay  wi th  my p l a n e t  
Also i n  t h e  d a t a  were examples of ze ro  Topic 
w i t h  comm e r e  t h e  Topic was understood from c o n t e x t ) .  
I n  t h e  ESL d a t a  of  o lde r  c h i l d r e n  though, namely fou r  
t o  f i v e  year  o l d s ,  Zobl no t i ced  a p r e d i c t a b l e  degree  of 
' s y n t a c t i c  conservat ism" (Bates  19761, whereby TCs were 
v i r t u a l l y  e l imina t ed  from IL product ion.  However, i n  t h e  
d a t a  of y e t  o l d e r  c h i l d r e n  i n  o t h e r  s t u d i e s ,  Zobl found 
t h a t  t h e r e  was a ' r e su r f ac ing  of p ragma t i ca l ly  based 
product ion, '  such t h a t  Spanish t e n  y e a r  o l d s  produced both 
VS s t r i n g s  and TCs. I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  age,  Zobl observed t h a t  
t h e  r e l a t i v e  f l e x i b i l i t y  of word o rde r  i n  t h e  Ll ,  such a s  
t h e  pragmat ic  word o rde r  of Spanish,  'encourages a 
p ro longa t ion  of t h e  pragmat ic  s t r a t e g i e s n  (p. 2181, s i n c e  
Spanish and French a l low VS s t r i n g s ,  and they  appear i n  
c h i l d  L l  a c q u i s i t i o n  d a t a  f o r  t h e s e  languages,  bu t  n o t  i n  
f i r s t  language a c q u i s i t i o n  of Engl ish .  Reca l l  t h e  
d i s c u s s i o n  of t h e  t r a n s f e r  e f f e c t  of  PWO i n  t h e  f i r s t  p a r t  
of t h i s  c h a p t e r  (Sec t ion  2.1.5). 
2.3.7 S y n t a c t i c i z a t i o n  i n  Adult SLA 
s t u d i e s  which document t h e  s y n t a c t i c i z a t i o n  of 
d u l t  SLA w i l l  be  p resen ted .  F i r s t ,  we w i l l  
p l e s  from Schumannws ( for thcoming)  work, which 
t o  determine whether TC ( o r  "Theme-Rheme") 
c o n s t r u c t i o n s  were a c t u a l l y  b a s i c  t o  t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n  of 
p i d g i n i z e d  v a r i e t i e s  of Engl ish ,  Then we w i l l  look a t  
G ivon as  (1984) d e s c r i p t i o n  of t h r e e  Pidgin-English 
speake r s 1  low- level  development toward t h e  f u l l y  gram- 
m a t i c a l i z e d  t a r g e t .  
2.3.7.1 P idg in i zed  Varieties of ESL 
The v a r i a b i l i t y  of P idg ins  w i th  regard  t o  t h e  bas i c -  
n e s s  of  TCs was seen i n  Schumannas c o n f l i c t i n g  r e s u l t s :  i n  
two s u b j e c t s a  d a t a  TCs were indeed b a s i c ,  whereas i n  t h r e e  
s u b j e c t s a  d a t a  " l i s t i n g "  was favored  over  TCs. I n i t i a l l y ,  
Schumann had found a  f u l l  range of TC use  i n  t h e  non- 
s y n t a c t i c  u t t e r a n c e s  of t h r e e  s u b j e c t s :  from 6-92%. I n  h i s  
follow-up s tudy ,  t oo ,  t h e  same d i v e r s i t y  of  TC use 
p r e v a i l e d .  A l l  s u b j e c t s  were n a t u r a l i s t i c  l e a r n e r s  whose 
"bas i l angs"  ( e a r l y  p i d g i n i z a t i o n )  evidenced pre- verbal  
nega t ion ,  almost  no v e r b a l  morphology, and from 23-58% non- 
s y n t a c t i c  u t t e r a n c e s  ( i .e . ,  u t t e r a n c e s  wi thout  v e r b s ) .  One 
Chinese and one Mexican s u b j e c t  employed a  ma jo r i t y  of  TC 
c o n s t r u c t i o n s  i n  t h e  corpus  of non- syntac t ic  u t t e r a n c e s .  
Examples from Schumann ( fo r t l~coming)  fol low.  The 
Theme-Rheme c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  is n o t  de f ined  c l e a r l y ,  bu t  
schdmann d i f f e r e n t i a t e s  it from Topic-Comment i n  t h a t  t h e  
former ,  he c la ims ,  is a  d i scou r se- leve l  occurrence,  and t h e  
l a t t e r  is sen tence- leve l .  The pragmat ic  f u n c t i o n s  a r e ,  
however, t h e  same i n  t h e  s ense  t h a t  t h e i r  r o l e  is t o  frame 
t h e  fo l lowing  u t t e r a n c e .  
a. You know Eong Gong - 
.%uLks [every th ing  faydon, you u n d e r s t a n ' l  
llimlls 
[Eh eh ... buy every th ing  - very  easy]  
'mlk gomment 
'You know, i n  Eong Kong, everyone has  freedom, 
you understand.  Eh . . . t o  buy every th ing  is 
ve ry  easy. a 
b. And t h e  school  - t h r e e  
I h d  a s  f o r  school ,  t h r e e  (of  t h e  fami ly)  go.' 
c .  And me, - i n  n i n e  xxx and n i n e t e e n  f i f t e e n  . . . 
#Arid a s  f o r  where I l i v e ,  i t a s  bu i ld ing  1915 . . . a 
A  Japanese  s u b j e c t  and two o t h e r  Mexicans used fewer 
TCsl thoughl and i n  t h e i r  p l a c e  employed what Schumann 
termed a l i s t i n g  o r  ske t ch ing  s t r a t e g y .  Schumann 
recognized t h a t  t h e  number of TCs produced was i n v e r s e l y  
p r o p o r t i o n a l  t o  t h e  number of u t t e r a n c e s  a bas i l ang  
speaker  produced w i t h  verbs.  I n  o t h e r  words, t h e  t h r e e  
s u b j e c t s  who d i d  a cons ide rab le  amount of  l i s t i n g  i n  t h e i r  
n a r r a t i v e  d i s c o u r s e  a l s o  produced more verbs .  Examples 
from t h e s e  s u b j e c t s  fol low. F i r s t  is a n a r r a t i v e  produced 
by a J apanese  speaker  desc r ib ing  h e r  son and daughter- in-  
law. 
a .  [Speaking about her  son] 
b. Then nervous breakdown 
c- Then garden work ... 
d. Wifel g o t  t r o u b l e l  w i f e  
e. Becausel ah, he nervous broke-down 
f .  T i m e  go i n  t h e  h o s p i t a l ,  you know 
g~ Then t a k e  money f o r  bankl you know 
Schumann i n t e r p r e t s  t h i s  a s  a l i s t ,  bu t  we might j u s t  
a s  w e l l  r eana lyze  it and t h e  r e s t  of t h e  n a r r a t i v e  a s  a 
s e r i e s  of Topic cha ins  (Hinds 1983, Chen 1984, L i  and 
Thompson 1979) w i t h  PRO-drop, which a r e  i n  p a r t  a  product  
of t h e  Ll Topic Prominence. Thus, a f t e r  t h e  speaker  has 
in t roduced  t h e  Topic (her  son) i n  t h e  d i s c o u r s e  preceding 
t h i s  t e x t  ( a l l  she  subsequent ly  omi t s  t h e  c o r e f e r e n t i a l  
S u b j e c t s  ( i .e . ,  performs PRO-drop) i n  ( b )  and ( c ) .  Thenl 
a f t e r  t h e  Topic s h i f t s  t o  t h e  s p e a k e r ' s  daughter- in- law i n  
( d ) ,  t h e r e  i s  a t  f i r s t  a  TC, fo l lowed by an u t t e r a n c e  i n  
( e l ,  i n  which o v e r t  r e f e rence  must be made t o  t h e  son t o  
avoid ambiguity.  The rea f t e r ,  t h e  remaining u t t e r a n c e s  ( f )  
and (g)  a r e  understood as r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  a l r eady  
e s t a b l i s h e d  Topic ,  t h e  daughter- in- law. I n  s h o r t l  Schumann 
might have c a p t u r e d  t h e  pragmat ic  s t r a t e g y  more e f f e c t i v e l y  
by observing its s i m i l a r i t y  w i th  Topic c h a i n s  used i n l  f o r  
examplel Chinese and Japanese. 
Topic c h a i n s  and lists of p r e d i c a t e s  a l s o  occur i n  t h e  
two Mexican speake r s '  d i s cou r se ,  a s  do some TCs. Examples 
of TCs fol low:  
a. Me s m a l l  - no s c a r e  
'As f o r  me when I was sma l l ,  I wasn' t  a f r a i d '  
b. And then  my daughter ,  P a t r i c i a  - ohl r i g h t  nowl 
s e p a r a t e  
' A s  f o r  P a t r i c i a ,  r i g h t  now s h e ' s  s e p a r a t e d  Â£ro 
her  husband' 
c. And me, - e s ,  e s ,  t o o  hard my test.  
'And f o r  me, t h e  t e s t  was t o o  ha rd '  
d. Water - No l i ke  
I A s  f o r  wate r ,  I d i d n l t  want a n y 1.  
From t h e  foregoing  examples, it is apparen t  t h a t  i n  
p i d g i n i z e d  Engl i sh ,  t h e r e  is some ambigui ty  a s  t o  t h e  
source  of TCs: whether Ll- influenced,  o r  whether f o s s i l i -  
z a t i o n  has  s imply occurred i n  t h e  pragmat ic  mode. Of 
course ,  we can c l a im  t h a t  i n  t h e  Japanese  d a t a v  t h e s e  two 
f a c t o r s  r e i n f o r c e  each o t h e r ,  a  p r o c e s s  which Andersen 
(1983) a l s o  found i n  t h e  ESL u - V e r b  nega t ion  o f  Spanish 
speaking l e a r n e r s .  
Givon (1984:129) p o s i t s  t h a t  TC c o n s t r u c t i o n s  a r e  
p ragma t i ca l ly  b a s i c  i n  t h e  sense  t h a t  'when communication 
is under s e v e r e  stress, speakers  of vary ing  l i n g u i s t i c  
backgrounds r e v e r t  t o  t h i s  common c o m u n i c a t i v e  modean 
However, t h e y  can be cons idered  more marked than  
c o n s t r u c t i o n s  wi th  t h e  r eve r se  order ,  CT, from t h e  p o i n t  of 
view of d i s c o u r s e  c o n t i n u i t y .  That is, t h e  most cont inuous 
and p r e d i c t a b l e  d i s c o u r s e  does n o t  c o n t a i n  Topic s h i f t s  o r  
o v e r t l y  marked Topics,  bu t  r a t h e r ,  deve lops  a Topic which 
is a l r e a d y  known. By o v e r t l y  exp res s ing  t h e  Topic b e f o r e  
t h e  Comment, then,  t h e  u t t e r a n c e  becomes marked. 
I n  t h e  t r a n s c r i p t s  he examined of Korean, F i l i p i n o ,  
and Spanish l e a r n e r s 1  ESL d a t a )  Givon r e p o r t s  t h a t  t h e  
Korean d a t a  inc luded  such I L  f e a t u r e s  a s  ze ro  anaphora, a  
preponderance of d e f i n i t e  NPs, l e f t  and r i g h t  d i s l o c a t e d  
d e f i n i t e  NPs, and Topic NPs without any p r e d i c a t i o n .  
The F i l i p i n o  speaker )  however, produced more pronouns 
than appeared i n  t h e  Korean o r  J apanese  t e x t s  Givon 
examined. H e  s p e c u l a t e s ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  t h a t  'some of t h e  
f u n c t i o n a l  load  c a r r i e d  by zero-anaphora i n  t h e  Korean- 
Engl ish  t e x t  is  borne by (uns t r e s sed )  pronouns i n  t h e  
Phi l ipp ine-Engl i sh  t e x t n  (Givon 1984:121). 
I n  t h e  Spanish-English t e x t ,  he  found t h a t  t h e r e  were 
numerous i n s t a n c e s  of Topic-marking by means of Topic 
r e p e t i t i o n  p l u s  a t tempted comment. 
On t h e  b a s i s  of t h e s e  observat iOns and a c ros s -  
l i n g u i s t i c  survey of Topic-marking i n  n a t u r a l  d i s cou r se ,  
Givon (1984:126) concludes  t h a t  a  Topic-marking u n i v e r s a l  
h i e r a rchy  (of  l e a s t  t o  most marked c o n s t r u c t i o n s )  might 
t a k e  t h e  fol lowing formt based on t h e  p r e d i c t a b i l i t y  of 
Topics and the shared knowledge that interlocutors are 
assumed to have: 
(1) ( 2 )  
zero anaphora > unstressed PRO/ > 
LComment only] verb agreement ' 
[Comment-Topic1 . 
(3) (4) ( 5 )  
independent/stressed > full-NP > repeated full-NP 
PRO [T-cl [Topic only] 
[Comment-Topic] 
To account for this hierarchyI he posits the following 
word order universals (Givon 1984:126): 
(i) Quantity hiversa1 : More continuous, 
predictable, nondisruptive topics will be marked 
by less marking material; while less continuous, 
unpredictable/surprising, or disruptive topics 
will be marked by more marking material. 
(ii) w e r s a l :  Of topics that are 
fully expressed as an independent word or pronoun, 
those that are most continuous/predictable will 
display COMMENT-TOPIC (VS,VO) word-order; while 
those that are less continuous/predictable will 
display TOPIC-COtlfilENT (SV, OV) word order. 
Indeedr Givon (1984) hypothesizes that impetus for 
language change (e.g., child Ll acquisition and diachronic 
language change) is the relative markedness of TCs in 
discourse with respect to their unmarked counterparts, that 
is, those points which are leftmost on the hierarchy shown 
above. In short, TCs occur less frequently in continuous 
text than CTs or Comments only, and perhaps because of 
this" they have more pragmatic force. 
Forerunners to Rutherfordls Study 
In this last part of the chapterI we present some of 
the studies of adult SLA in which a discourse-functional 
explanation for ESL IL data is derived from the Topic 
Prominent typology of the Ll. First, Huebner,'~ (e.g., 
1979) work is described, and then an analysis conducted by 
Schachter and Rutherford (1979) in much the same spirit as 
Huebner's is outlined. It will become clear that these two 
studies were instrumental in the conception of 
Rutherford's (1983) analysis. 
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2.3.7.2 Huebner's Dynamic Paradigm 
Huebner (19791 1982, 1983, 19851, who is also 
interested in the Topic-marking strategies of non-native 
speakers of English, proposed a creative discourse- , 
functional analysis of the ESL IL data of a Emong (Tp) 
speaker. In his work, Huebner observed the distribution 
of zero definite articles for Subject NPs, for which overt 
marking of definiteness was redundant for the speaker. 
This is because these sentence-initial NPs functioned as 
discourse (and sentence) Topicsp and therefore? they had 
implicit definite reference. This Topic function 
(presumably transferred from the Ll, Emong) was not coded 
with the English determiner U; rather, it was surface- 
coded with the IL Postpositional Topic-boundary marker, 
which also functioned as the English copula (from 
which the form appeared to have been derived). 
By studying his data from a "dynamicrn functional 
perspectiveI Huebner was able to account for systematicity 
he found in the IL of his subjectt Ge. Over the course of 
one year# Gets production of overt Tp constructions, which 
had characterized his earliest ILt decreased and 
these gave rise to more syntacticized Topics; definite 
articles were supplied in the previously "zeron context, 
and the Topic-marking function of was dropped. A 
concurrent development in Gels grammar was the acquisi-tion 
of referential pronouns in place of zero anaphora; dummy 
Subjects (non-referential pronouns) were not found in the 
dataI however, and existentials were consistently 
constructed as (0) NP. 
Huebner's =dynamic paradigmn represents an insightful 
and rather revolutionary treatment of IL data (given -the 
SLA research practices and procedures of the 1970~11 
especially insofar as it can explain the Emonq-English 
developmental phenomena in terms of Ll-influenced 
discourse-functional strategies. Other research which has 
examined IL data of adult learners from languages in which 
the discourse-syntactic notion of Topic figures prominently 
will be presented below. 
2.3.7.3 Schachter and Rutherford (1979) : 
A ~ o o k  at J and M IL 
Both the collaborated and independent efforts of 
Schachter and Rutherford have been directed at research 
questions and analyses that resemble Huebnerls to some 
degree. Their specific focus has been different from 
Huebner 's ,  owever, i n  t h a t  t hey  have c r o s s- s e c t i o n a l l y  
examined w r i t t e n  produc t ion  d a t a  of i n s t r u c t e d  ESL 
l e a r n e r s  w i th in  t h e  American u n i v e r s i t y  contex t .  
For t h e  purpose of t e a s i n g  o u t  p l a u s i b l e  t y p o l o g i c a l  
t r a n s f e r  e f f e c t s  i n  Engl ish ,  Schachter  and Rutherford (1979) examined q u a n t i t a t i v e  and q u a l i t a t i v e  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  
t h e  ESL c o n s t r u c t i o n s  of n a t i v e  speakers  of Spanish,  
Arabic ,  Mandarin, Japanese, and P e r s i a n  ( F a r s i )  i n  w r i t t e n  
composi t ions .  By comparison wi th  an e a r l i e r  s tudy  by 
Schachte r  and Hart  (1979) f  which looked p r i m a r i l y  a t  t h e  
produc t ion  of complex c l a u s e- i n t e r n a l  syn tax  by a  s i m i l a r  
assor tment  of s u b j e c t s ,  Schachter  and Rutherford (1979) 
adopted t h e  t y p o l o g i c a l  parameter of  Tp/Sp p re sen ted  above 
t o  compare t h e  d a t a  of t h e i r  i n t e r m e d i a t e  t o  advanced l e v e l  
l e a r n e r s .  The i r  r e s u l t s  showed a  r e l a t i v e l y  high frequency 
of (1) e x t r a p o s i t i o n  i n  t h e  J-ESL d a t a ,  and (2)  ex i s t en-  
t i a l  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  i n  t h e  d a t a  of M s u b j e c t s .  The 
overproduc t ion  of t h e s e  s en t ence  t y p e s  was a t t r i b u t e d  t o  
s t r a t e g i e s  J and M l e a r n e r s  used t o  accomplish d i s c o u r s e  
f u n c t i o n s  wi th  t h e  L2 s y n t a c t i c  dev ices ,  j& and u. I n  
o t h e r  words, t h e  e x t r a p o s i t i o n  and e x i s t e n t i a l  usage was 
n e i t h e r  s y n t a c t i c a l l y  L l- l ike  ( s i n c e  M and J do no t  have 
dummy S u b j e c t s )  nor necessarily t a r g e t - l i k e  andf moreover, 
was n o t  sha red  t o  t h e  same degree  by l e a r n e r s  whose L l s  
were Spanish,  Arabic,  o r  P e r s i a n  a s  it was by J o r  M. 
A c l o s e r  a n a l y s i s  of t h e  J and M d a t a  revea led  t h a t  J 
used e x t r a p o s i t i o n  uniquely  t o  i n t r o d u c e  g e n e r i c  s t a t emen t s  
which would i n  t u r n  f u n c t i o n  a s  f u t u r e  Topics;  M I  on t h e  
o t h e r  hand, on ly  used e x i s t e n t i a l s  t o  i n t roduce  new 
r e f e r e n t s  a s  Topics.  
A few examples which appear  i n  Schachte r  and 
Rutherford (1979) i l l u s t r a t e  t h i s  main f i nd ing .  I n  t h e  
f i r s t  c a s e ,  t h e  f u t u r e  Topic is  t o  be  n f r i e n d l y  r e s t a u r -  
a n t s t n  and i n  t h e  second, it is " t i r e a n  
(1) J- It is a tendency t h a t  such f r i e n d l y  
r e s t a u r a n t s  become less i n  t h e  b ig  c i t y .  
(2 )  M- There is a  t i r e  hanging from t h e  roof 
se rved  a s  t h e i r  playground. 
A d a r e a  of L l  discourse-L2 s y n t a c t i c  c rossover  
r e f l e c t e d  i n  both  S and M ESL s t r u c t u r e s  is i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  
t h e  fo l lowing  sen tences  (from Schachte r  and Rutherford 
1979) : 
(3) J- Most of food which is se rved  i n  such 
r e s t a u r a n t  have cooked a l ready .  
(4) M- Chiang's food must make i n  t h e  k i t chen  o f  
t h e  r e s t a u r a n t  bu t  Marty 's  food could make 
i n  h i s  house. 
* 
I n  p rev ious  accounts  of t h e  t y p e  o f  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  
found i n  (3)  and ( 4 ) ,  'have cookedn and nmust maken were 
o f t e n  cons idered  IL  pas s ives ,  corresponding t o  nhas  
a l r e a d y  been cookedn and "must be  made,' r e s p e c t i v e l y .  I n  
t h e i r  r e a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e  same1 however, Schachter  and 
Rutherford (who e n l i s t e d  t h e  i n s i g h t s  of  b i l i n g u a l  
informants)  i n t e r p r e t  t h e  s en t ences  t o  b e  fundamentally 
TCs, i n  which t h e  unspec i f i ed  agen t  o r  S u b j e c t  'peoplen is 
d e l e t e d  because it would be  p ragma t i ca l ly  r ecove rab le  i n  Ll  
d i s cou r se ;  and t h e  o b j e c t  NP which is c o r e f e r e n t i a l  t o  t h e  
Topic ( i . e a 1  'most of  food," 'Chiangls  food,"  and "Mar ty l s  
food n)  is a l s o  d e l e t e d  (see Sec t ion  2.2.51 above).  
Following Schachter  and Rutherford (19791, l a t e r  works 
f u r t h e r  e l a b o r a t e d  on t h e  s t r a t e g i e s  and L2 forms used by 
l e a r n e r s  of  ESL t o  perform L l - l i k e  d i s c o u r s e  func t ions .  Of 
p a r t i c u l a r  i n t e r e s t  were c o n s t r u c t i o n s  which might be  
overproduced i n  IL f o r  f u n c t i o n a l  purposes ,  and, f u r t h e r-  
more, which might be  accompanied by unique t y p e s  of e r r o r s  
a s  a r e s u l t .  
. 
2.3.7.4 Ruther ford ' s  P i l o t  Study 
Rutherford (1983) examined t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n  of s e v e r a l  
t y p o l o g i c a l  parameters  i n  t h e  w r i t t e n  d a t a  of l e a r n e r s  from 
t h e  same L l  backgrounds a s  he had p r e v i o u s l y  examined. That 
is, i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  looking a t  Tp, he adopted Thompson's 
(1978) PWO/GWO t y p o l o g i c a l  paradigm and t h e  more commonly 
known c a n o n i c a l  word o rde r  paradigm (CWO). H i s  working 
hypotheses,  based on t h e  Schachter  and Rutherford (1979) 
s tudyI  were t h a t  i n  14-ESLI t h e r e  would b e  f r e q u e n t  s e r i a l  
verb  and e x i s t e n t i a l  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  a s  t h e  s en t ence  below 
i l l u s t r a t e s  (Ruther ford  1983:360): 
M- ~ h e r e l s  a l o t  of people  f i n d  t h e i r  husband o r  
w i f e  i n  p a r t i e s  [no te  31 
Also, as i n  s en t ence  ( 4 )  above, more n s u r f a c e n  pas s ives  
(which a r e  r e a l l y  t o  be viewed a s  TCs w i t h  unexpressed 
agen t s )  would be produced by M and J l e a r n e r s  (and t h e  
former i n  p a r t i c u l a r )  than by l e a r n e r s  of non-Tp languagesl  
such a s  Arabic. Indeed, t h e s e  two hypotheses  were sup- 
por t ed .  
An unpred ic ted  f i nd ing ,  however, was t h a t  M produced 
more s e n t e n t i a l  o r  'heavyn Sub jec t s  than  o t h e r  l e a r n e r s  i n  
i n t r o d u c t o r y  t o p i c  sen tences .  Rutherford i n t e r p r e t e d  t h i s  
l a s t  r e s u l t  t o  be  i n  p a r t  a  func t ion  of t h e  l e n g t h  of t h e  
t i t l e s  of t h e  ass igned  w r i t i n g  t a sks :  i.e., heavy Sub jec t s  
occur red  more o f t e n  i n  composit ions whose t i t l e s  were 
s e n t e n t i a l ,  and e s p e c i a l l y  f o r  lower l e v e l  l e a r n e r s ,  than 
f o r  t i t l e s  which were s imple  NPs. Examples of t h e s e  
opening sen tences  fol low,  and t h e y  were gene ra t ed  by t h e  
s e n t e n t i a l  composit ion t i t l e  "How a man o r  woman chooses a  
wife o r  husband i n  my count ry n (Rutherford 1983):  t h e  
l e v e l s  of  l e a r n e r s  who produced t h e s e  is a l s o  i n d i c a t e d ,  i n  
ascending o r d e r  of  p ro f i c i ency ,  a l t hough  no f u r t h e r  
d e s c r i p t i o n  of p r o f i c i e n c y  l e v e l s  is provided:  
a. A man chooses  a wi fe  is a manis b u s i n e s s  ( l e v e l  
3 )  
b. Of cou r se  h i s  honest  o r  n o t ,  s e l f- c o n f i d e n t  o r  
n o t ,  g e n t e e r  manners o r  no t ,  is very  important  
( l e v e l  4 )  
I 
C. Choosing a husband o r  w i f e  i n  my coun t ry  is 
q u i t e  a  i n t e r e s t i n g  th ing .  ( l e v e l  5 )  
A more f u n c t i o n a l  exp lana t ion ,  o r  hypothes i s ,  p o s i t e d  
by Ruther ford  (1983~361)  was t h a t :  
t h i s  f r e q u e n t  occurrence of so- ca l led  mheavym 
s u b j e c t s  i n  t h e  w r i t t e n  Engl i sh  produc t ion  of 
Mandarin speake r s  was evidence of a  d i r e c t  
i n f l u e n c e  from t h e  mother tongue,  whose top i c -  
prominent typology is s t r o n g  enough t o  o v e r r i d e  
more g e n e r a l  a c q u i s i t i o n a l  s t r a t e g i e s  t h a t  l i m i t  
t h e  e a r l y  produc t ion  of such c o n s t r u c t i o n s .  [no t e  
On a produc t ion  cont  
one end, wh i l e  lower 
qene ra t ed  a  number of 
nuum, Ruther ford  n o t i c e d  t h a t  a t  
p r o f i c i e n c y  (Mandarin) s t u d e n t s  
s e n t e n t i a l  S u b j e c t s ,  t hey  were 
from c o n s t r u c t i o n s  a t  upper 
i n  s en t ence  ( c ) ,  above) .  The 
i u a l i t a t i v e l y  d i f f e r e n t  
p r o f i c i e n c y  l e v e l s  ( a s  
advanced s t u d e n t s  were a b l e  t o  use  a l t e r n a t e ,  more syn tac-  
t i c i z e d  (and t h u s  more n a t i v e- l i k e )  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  such a s  
i n f i n i t i v e s  and gerundive nominals, and r e l a t i v e  c l a u s e s  
wi th  resumptive Sub jec t  pronouns. 
2.3.7.5 Ru the r fo rd ' s  Model 
Next, Rutherford (1983) t e s t e d  h i s  hypothes i s  t h a t  Tp 
speakers ,  and p a r t i c u l a r l y  M, t end  t o  produce heavy 
S u b j e c t s  f o r  reasons  given above. Furthermore,  he hypothe- 
s i z e d  t h a t  M would a l s o  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c a l l y  produce s e r i a l  
ve rbs  and TCs. I n  o rde r  t o  ana lyze  t h e  p r e d i c t e d  
developmental  s h i f t  i n  s e n t e n t i a l  Sub jec t s ,  he  had l e a r n e r s  
w r i t e  t o p i c  s en t ences  f o r  a  s e t  of  s i x  ass igned  composit ion 
t i t l e s ;  it was t h u s  a  s imula ted  composit ion t a sk .  H i s  
s u b j e c t s  i n c l  29 M, 39 Korean and J (combined), 66 
Arabs, and 2  s o  
p ro f i c i ency .  
The r e s u l t s  revea led  t h a t  M produced s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
more TCs than  o t h e r  language groups. Secondly, whi le  n o t  
s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t ,  due perhaps  t o  t h e  small number 
of tokens ,  t h e  t r e n d  f o r  M t o  produce more s e r i a l  ve rbs  
than 3 was c l e a r ,  r e f l e c t i n g  t h e  L I  i n f luence .  Th i rd ly ,  
t h e  t r e n d  f o r  M t o  produce more s e n t e n t i a l  S u b j e c t s  than  
t h e  o t h e r  language groups was a l s o  confirmed, bu t  aga in ,  
no t  s t a t i s t i c a l l y .  
To exp la in  t h i s  developmental paradigm f o r  M,  
Rutherfor-d (1983:363-364) dev ised  a model r ep re sen t ing  t h e  
p r o g r e s s i v e  s y n t a c t i c i z a t i o n  of a  Tp grammar t o  an Sp one. 
This  model has  s i x  phases  co r r e spond ing ' t o  approximate and 
only h y p o t h e t i c a l l y  d i s c r e t e  t a g e s  of i nc reas ing  
p ro f i c i ency .  M l e a r n e r s  g rad  y  map on to  Topic t h e  
s y n t a c t i c  f u n c t i o n s  of Subjec t ,  on to  Comment t h e  non- 
s e n t e n t i a l  p r e d i c a t e  s t r u c t u r e  of Engl ish ,  a  p r o c e s s  which 
Rutherford conceptua l ized  a s  i n  Table  2.1 below; t h e  
accompanying examples come from t h e  d a t a  i n  h i s  s tudy.  
L 
e.g., Take good physical ca re  of themselves is 
very important. 
.................................................. 
(ii) T - C  
[Np 1 NP VP 
T S-P 
e.g., Alot of people, they know how t o  take  good 
physical  c a r e  by themselves. 
.................................................. 
(iii T - C  
e x i s t  VP 
[NP 1 
T/s  P 
In this dynamic paradigm shift from Tp to Sp, we also 
see the possibility for IL PRO-drop at stage (i), and 
later, the introduction and evolution of existential 
constructions, particularly at stages (iii) - (v) . 
Rutherford notes that between stages (iii) and (iv) where 
one might expect to see a theoretically possible 
construction such as nThere are a small amount of people 
get marriedrn this evidently does not occur. We 
observe the avoidance of early relative clause production 
as Schachter (1974) predicted, and a kind of restrictive 
simplification (Meisel 1980) at stage (i) where the second 
NP is deleted, which later gives way to an elaborative 
simplification with the redundancy shown in (ii), with the 
pronoun w. Again, there is an abundance of existential 
constructions fulfilling the function described 
above, and which Eiilles (1985) also identified as a 
possible structural pivot in the syntacticization process. 
With regard to J production data, Rutherford roughly 
charted the occurrence of sentence-initial locatives which 
he interprets to be the developmental source for existen- 
tial there constructions or extraposed sentential Subjects 
with &. The J paradigm is presented by Rutherford (p. 
365) as follows in Table 2.2. 
.................................................. 
(i) T - c 
loc VP 
j . ~  NP 
e. n America, there are many kinds of people. 
-- .......................................... 
(iii) C - T 
There BE VP - loc 
j .~ NP 
e.g., Becauser there are many Japanese in U.S.C.  
.................................................. 
By way of final summary and comparison of the Han8arin 
and Japanese developmental ESL constructions, Rutherford 
(1983a367) observed that 
I 
I - The commonality side was demonstrated by an aspect 
of the syntacticization process: interlanguage 
progression from topic-comment to subject- 
- 
predicate in the acquisition of sentential 
I subjects by Mandarin speakers and in the 
I 
I acquisition of existentials by Mandarin, Japanese, 
I and Korean speakers. The differential side was 
- revealed in the extra-heavy topic-comment 
influence from Mandarin and the grammatical word- 
I order sensitivity from Japanese and Korean. 
- 
Thus the quantitative differences in the J and M data 
are that J had a tendency to produce more dummy Subjects 
than M. (Note that this contradicts Schachter and 
- Rutherford's 1979 finding that M produced more a
pronouns than J, but J more pronouns than M.) The 
difference in J and M production in Rutherford (1983) of 
- there was significant, but it was not significant for &. 
The qualitative difference was that there were no serial 
ve rbs  i n  J d a t a ,  and t h a t  l o c a t i v e s  seemed t o  p l a y  an - 
impor tan t  developmental  r o l e  f o r  J ESL l e a r n e r s .  
A f i n d i n g  i n  bo th  corpora  of d a t a  was t h a t  t h e  
t y p o l o g i c a l  parameters  of Tp/Sp and PWO/GWO were important  
i n  determining p l a u s i b l e  L l  d i s cou r se- func t iona l  t r a n s f e r  
e f f e c t s ;  CWO, however, was judged by Rutherford t o  be 
r e l a t i v e l y  unimportant .  Although Ruther ford  d e s c r i b e s  
t h e s e  developmental  s t a g e s  and cross- language d i f f e r e n c e s  
w i th  some empi r i ca l  grounds (methodological  snags  a s i d e ;  
t h e s e  w i l l  be  d i scus sed  i n  Chapter  III), he  does  not  
s p e c u l a t e  on t h e  i s s u e  of what k ind  of l i n g u i s t i c  i npu t  i n  
t h e  L2 might be  necessary  t o  b r i n g  about t h e  l e a r n e r s r  
p r o g r e s s i o n  o r  about how t h e  development of Subject- verb 
agreement f i t s  i n t o  h i s  model. W e  might s p e c u l a t e ,  
however, t h a t  as we s e e  a  g radua l  s y n t a c t i c i z a t i o n  of t h e  
VP node and t h e  t y p e s  of o p e r a t i o n s  governed by Sub jec t ,  
t h e  fo l lowing  s o r t s  of in format ion  i n  t h e  Engl i sh  i npu t  
p rov ide  t h e  " p o s i t i v e  evidence n t h a t  is requi red :  (1) NP- 
VP agreement; i . e . ,  surface-marking of t h i r d  person "-sfn 
which s i g n a l s  t h e  b a s i c n e s s  of t h e  grammatical  cohesion 
between Sub jec t  and VP; ( 2 )  t h e  appearance of dummy 
S u b j e c t s ;  ( 3 )  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  Engl i sh  is n o t  a PRO-drop 
language and, a l though  a c o r e f e r e n t i a l  PRO (Sub jec t )  i n  an 
i n f i n i t i v a l  o r  coord ina ted  c l a u s e  may be dropped and t h e r e  
is some e l l i p s i s  of S u b j e c t s  i n  in formal  d i scou r se ,  a  
r e l a t i v e  pronoun is requ i r ed  by. s t a g e  ( v ) .  
For J l e a r n e r s ,  it appears  t h a t  i n  t h e  l a s t  of t h r e e  
proposed s t a g e s ,  t h e  l o c a t i v e  (PP) occurs  i n  s en t ence- f ina l  
p o s i t i o n .  This  s u g g e s t s  t h a t  t h e  commonly t o p i c a l i z e d ,  
s e n t e n c e- i n i t i a l  l o c a t i v e  a d v e r b i a l  i n  Japanese ,  which 
s e r v e s  as a  frame o r  s c e n e- s e t t e r  f o r  t h e  r e s t  of t h e  
s en t ence  (Smith 1978, Kuno 19731, is g r a d u a l l y  s y n t a t t i -  
c i z e d  a s  a  VP- internal  PP i n  ESL. The a c q u i s i t i o n  of 
a d v e r b i a l  p o s i t i o n  is considered t o  be  prob lemat ic  f o r  J- 
ESL l e a r n e r s  even a t  advanced l e v e l s  ( c f .  Zobl 1985a) .  This  
is perhaps  due t o  a combination of s e v e r a l  f a c t o r s :  (1) 
t h e  L l  i n f l u e n c e  r e f e r r e d  t o  above; (2 )  t h e  pragmatic 
preposing of a d v e r b i a l s  t h a t  is a l s o  p o s s i b l e  i n  English: 
(3 )  d i f f i c u l t i e s  w i th  l e a r n i n g  s e n t e n c e- i n t e r n a l  a d v e r b i a l  
p o s i t i o n ;  and ( 4 )  problems posed by Eng l i sh  p r e p o s i t i o n  
usage. Thus, even though t h e  a d p o s i t i o n  parameter ( i . e . ,  
pre-  v e r s u s  p o s t- p o s i t i o n a l )  is acqu i r ed  e a r l y ,  on account 
of  t h e  apparen t  complexi ty  of l e x i c a l  cho ice  6f prepos i-  
t i o n s ,  l e a r n e r s  may use  a  s t r a t e g y  t o  avoid p r e p o s i t i o n a l  
ph ra ses  by preposing t h e  NP and marking it wi th  e i t h e r  a  
ze ro  p r e p o s i t i o n  o r  t h e  s e t  ( b a s i c a l l y  formula ic )  
p r e p o s i t i o n  A. Thi s  s t r a t e g y  is confirmed by t h e  
i n t r o s p e c t i v e  d a t a  of a  Japanese  informant t h a t  was 
p re sen ted  a t  t h e  beginning of Chapter  I. 
2.3.7.6 Curran (1984) 
Turning now t o  s tudy  by Curran (1984) of Korean-ESLf 
w e  f i n d  d a t a  t h a t  on t h e  one hand a r e  c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  
Ruther ford ' s  obse rva t ions  of t h e  Japanese  l e a r n e r s '  IL 
( s i n c e  bo th  Japanese and Korean a r e  a t t e s t e d  TSp 
 language^)^ and whichI fu r thermore I  suppor t  a  p o s i t i o n  
p re sen ted  e a r l i e r  regard ing  t h e  n e g l i g i b l e  r o l e  of t r a n s-  
f e r r e d  canon ica l  word o rde r  i n  a l l  bu t  p r i m i t i v e  SLA. 
Curran found t h a t  t h e  product ion of o r a l  n a r r a t i v e s  by her  
two n a t i v e  Korean s u b j e c t s  evidenced a  l a r g e  number of 
p u t a t i v e  TC c o n s t r u c t i o n s  and l e f t - d i s l o c a t i o n s .  There  was 
a l s o  a  r a t h e r  l a r g e  p ropor t ion  of s e n t e n c e- i n i t i a l  temporal  
and l o c a t i v e  a d v e r b i a l s  (sometimes fol lowed by t h e  Topic 
marker kf a s  i n  Huebner 1979) I which a l s o  se rved  t h e  
d i scou r se- func t iona l  purpose of Topic. Curran e s t ima ted  
t h a t  one q u a r t e r  of t h e  sen tences  i n  t h e  corpus  of d a t a  she  
examined conta ined  TC f e a t u r e s ,  aga in  t e s t i f y i n g  t o  t h e  
t r a n s f e r  n o t  of L l  CWO ( t o  which Cur ran ' s  pr imary r e sea rch  
q u e s t i o n  was add res sed ) ,  bu t  of pragmat ic  s t r a t e g i e s  f o r  
framing u t t e r a n c e s  and i d e n t i f y i n g  known r e f e r e n t s .  
For example, her  f i r s t  s u b j e c t  tended t o  e s t a b l i s h  
temporal  r e f e r e n c e  s e n t e n c e- i n i t i a l l y  w i t h  an a d v e r b i a l f  a s  
i n  t h e  fo l lowing  sen tence  (Curran 1984):  
(1) I n  t h a t  t ime is I c a l l  t h e  towing c a r .  
This  p repos ing  of a d v e r b i a l s  was i d e n t i f i e d  a s  an L l  
t r a n s f e r  e f f e c t f  based on Hwang's (1985) obse rva t ion  t h a t  
Korean, l i k e  Japanese ,  p l a c e s  t o p i c a l i z e d  a d v e r b i a l s  wi th  
o p t i o n a l  l o c a t i v e  c a s e  markers i n  s e n t e n c e- i n i t i a l  
p o s i t i o n .  
Cur ran ' s  second s u b j e c t f  by c o n t r a s t ,  used a  number 
of g e n e r i c  Topics f p a r t l y  due t o  t h e  p h i l o s o p h i c a l  n a t u r e  
of t h e  n a r r a t i v e  he was g iv ing .  For example: 
(2 )  T h a t ' s  why people  t hey  eh l i f e t i m e  on ly  
mental  p r a c t i c e .  
Curran f e l t  t h a t  t h e  two s u b j e c t s  were somewhere i n  
between Tp and Sp i n  t h e  s y n t a c t i c i z a t i o n  p r o c e s s f  and t h a t  
t h e  f a c t o r s  which seemed t o  be * r e i n f o r c i n g n  each o t h e r  i n  
t h e  I L  p roduc t ion  of TCs were: (1) t h e  f u n c t i o n a l  r o l e  of 
Topics i n  terms of c o n t r a s t ;  ( 2 )  s i m p l i f i c a t i o n  ( a s  i n  
copula d e l e t i o n  i n  ex is ten t ia l s )  ; and (3 )  t o p i c  c l a r i f i -  
c a t  ion,  u s u a l l y  involv ing  q u a n t i f i c a t i o n  (p. 10-11) . An 
example o f  t h e  over lapping TC f u n c t i o n s  fol lows:  
In t e rv i ewer :  How many c h i l d r e n  . a r e  i n  your 
c l a s s e s ?  
Subjec t :  Korean c l a s s  ... twenty- six,  twenty- six 
k i d s ,  And then  American c l a s s  uh 
twenty- four k ids .  
2.3.7.7 Rutherford and Altman (1985) 
Rutherford and Altman (1985) undertook a f u r t h e r  
a n a l y s i s  of I L  d a t a  wi th  p a r t i c u l a r  i n t e r e s t  i n  t h e  no t ion  
of " d i s c o u r s e  competence" i n  a second language. The 
au tho r s  a t tempted t o  determine whether 
i n  t h e  e a r l y  s t a g e s  of l e a r n i n g  t o  use  t h e  t a r g e t  
language,  l e a r n e r s  w i l l  f a l l  back on t h o s e  a s p e c t s  
of communicative competence acqui red  i n  t h e i r  
n a t i v e  language t h a t  can be  pu t  t o  use  i n  t h e  
second language a s  well -- i.e., t h a t  can b e  
" t r a n s f e r r e d" .  
(Rutherford and Altman 1985:2) 
By communicative competence, t h e y  r e f e r  t o  t h e  use  of 
LI PWO us ing  TCs. They hypothesized t h a t  CWO, namely 
s y n t a c t i c  word o r d e r ,  would no t  t r a n s f e r .  They s t a t e d  t h a t  
t h e i r  hypo thes i s  would be  confirmed i f ,  say ,  speakers  of a 
PWO and SVO L l  (e.g., Spanish) produced SOV i n  ESL IL; o r ,  
i f  s u b j e c t s  of  an L l  wi th  GWO but  n o t  SVO (e.g., Japanese)  
produced SVO i n  IL, r e f l e c t i n g  t h e  s e n s i t i v i t y  of speakers  
of a GWO LI t o  GWO i n  t h e  L2. 
Rutherford and Altman examined a t o t a l  of 300  w r i t i n g  
samples such a s  were descr ibed  i n  o t h e r  s t u d i e s  (Schachter  
and Hart  1979, Schachter  and Ruther ford  1979, Rutherford 
1983).  The L l  groups involved were Japanese ,  Arabic,  and 
Spanish. The r e s u l t s  were t h a t  J produced a l l  SVO s t r i n g s  
i n  I L ,  as  p red ic t ed .  The Arabic and Spanish s u b j e c t s ,  on 
t h e  o t h e r  hand, produced XVS s t r i n g s ,  bu t  t h e r e  was no CWO 
t r a n s f e r  (e.g., VSO f o r  Arab ic ) .  Therefore ,  t h e  c la im t h a t  
PwO and Tp a r e  more l i k e l y  t o ' t r a n s f e r  than CWO, a t  l e a s t  
a t  t h e  l e v e l  t a r g e t e d  here ,  was borne ou t .  
2.3.7.8 Duff (1984) 
Following t h e  d i scou r se - func t iona l  a n a l y s e s  of Huebner 
(1979) I Schachter  and Rutherford (1979) ,  Rutherford (1983),  and Curran (1984) ,  and wi th  p a r t i c u l a r  i n t e r e s t  i n  
t e s t i n g  t h e  t r a n s f e r  of t h e  Tp/Sp Parameter  i n  SLAP D u f f  
(1984) c o l l e c t e d  conve r sa t iona l  p roduc t ion  d a t a  from a  
t o t a l  of  s i x t e e n  J and M l e a r n e r s  of  ESL (i .e. ,  e i g h t  
l e a r n e r s  from each L l ) .  Based on t h e  p r e v i o u s  research ,  
Duff hypothesized t h a t :  (1) M would produce more TCs i n  
ESL than  J ( t h e o r e t i c a l l y  due t o  t h e  more b a s i c  n a t u r e  of 
Topic i n  M than  i n  J ) ;  and (2)  t h e r e  would be  q u a l i t a t i v e  
d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  t h e  k inds  of c o n s t i t u e n t s  t o p i c a l i z e d  ac ros s  
t h e  two languages;  e.g., s e n t e n t i a l  S u b j e c t s  f o r  M, and 
a d v e r b i a l s  (e.g.,  l o c a t i v e s ,  temporals)  f o r  J. 
The s u b j e c t s  i n  t h e  s tudy  wete s t u d e n t s  a t  t h e  Engl ish  
Language I n s t i t u t e  a t  t h e  Un ive r s i t y  of Hawaii, whose TOEFL 
s c o r e s  were, on average,  from 450 t o  500. For t h e  most 
p a r t ,  s u b j e c t s  had l i v e d  i n  Hawaii f o r  less than  t h r e e  
years .  The t o p i c s  d i scussed  by t h e  s u b j e c t s  were based on 
c o n t r o l l e d  problem-solving t a s k s  and deba te s ,  which were 
performed t o g e t h e r  by s u b j e c t s  i n  dyads. 
There were t h r e e  types  o f  c o n s t i t u e n t s  r e g u l a r l y  
t o p i c a l i z e d  i n  t h e  da ta :  (1) NPs, ( 2 )  sen tences  (whole or  
e l l i p t i c a l ) ,  and (3 )  a d v e r b i a l s  (e.g. ,  l o c a t i v e s  and 
tempora l s ) .  I n  accordance wi th  D u f f ' s  hypotheses ,  she  
repor ted  t h e  tendency f o r  (1) M t o  produce more TCs than  J, 
and (2 )  f o r  M and J t o  evidence approximately  t h e  same 
p ropor t ion  of t o p i c a l i z e d  NPs; M, however, produced a  
g r e a t e r  number of s e n t e n t i a l  Topics  than  J, and r e l a t i v e l y  
few t o p i c a l i z e d  adve rb i a l s .  The J d a t a  revea led  e x a c t l y  
t h e  o p p o s i t e  p a t t e r n ,  w i th  a d v e r b i a l s  account ing f o r  a  
h igher  pe rcen tage  of t h e  Topics than  heavy Sub jec t s .  There 
a r e ,  admi t t ed ly ,  some methodological  problems wi th  t h e  
n a t u r e  of t h e  q u a n t i f i c a t i o n  of t h e  r e l e v a n t  d a t a ,  due t o  
t h e  l ack  of a  b a s e l i n e  u n i t  of  measure by which t o  compare 
J and M ou tpu t  ( e s p e c i a l l y  a s  concerns  t h e  f i r s t  
hypo thes i s ) .  Nonetheless,  t h e  r e s u l t s  ( t h e  q u a l i t a t i v e  
d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  p a r t i c u l a r )  sugges t  some i n t e r e s t i n g  
p a t t e r n s .  
Examples of HP, s e n t e n t i a l ,  and a d v e r b i a l  Topics i n  J 
and M d a t a ,  r e s p e c t i v e l y ,  a r e  p re sen ted  below. 
Japanese 
(1) Their mf because W uh m m  
fJ&y sixtv veaEf so seeing is believing. 
(2) But I think matchesf is for ' like cooking 
something. 
(3) First aid k&, what's for? 
( 4 )  && ig I have televisimf uh we can get 
uh good English and convenient. 
(5) a he didnvt drink uf so he didnvt have za 
accident. 
(6) U ye have L& childrenf so we cannot watch 
the news show and Chinese language program on 
TV. 
(7) But present societv-in present society, So 
everybody criticize society and political 
things. 
( 8 )  Desert island, if you carry the fk3L&if 
itvs soon dried. 
(9) You know J z ~ m ,  we have za educational 
program. 
Mandarin 
(10) Yeah t& p e o ~ l e ~  you mean itvs less talk with 
their family? 
(12) And then - childrenf he just learn from TV 
and do something. 
(13) m a t  d~ ~ Q U  w, I don't know. 
(14) ~ u t  comuare xikh k k  QJAX ~uI k . b ~  
younaerI I think theyvre the same. 
(15) because y.W ex~erienc? yw xiJJ. !22 1 
donvt think so. 
(16) Ch&sf in the city got this kind of 
trouble. 
(17) ah so h &&lm~~ f ~ m  Wrninq 
& glevenL & afternoon ~EXQ W I&? 
mr is the TV university. 
(18) QJJ.Y & morninq ad i.13 L k  niahttime 
& news, and t- &%S!l, iSa 
entertainment. 
In the whole corpus of data, as illustrated by the 
above examplesr it is noteworthy that dumy Subjects S U C ~  
as there and a scarcely occurredr Compared withl sayl 
written production data reported in Schachter and 
Rutherford (1979) Rutherford (1983) or Rutherford and 
Altman (1985) from a roughly comparable group of learners. 
Instead, in the M datar for exampler alternative ways were 
used to express information which might otherwise occur 
with expletives; in (19) belowr the empty preverbal Subject 
position is filled with the patient role kr not ar 
whereas the impersonal Subjects in (20) and (21) are 
expressed with the generic pronouns and plus the 
verbs hgyg or g&. This might be indicative of the fact 
that these utterances correspond to about stage (ii) in 
Rutherford's (1983) model in Table 2.1 above. 
(19) According to this caser yeahr because the car 
driverl he can help him down an then he take 
x hospital soonerr maybe & don't pecessary 
~~~~~ 
( I .  . . if the driver had stopped to take the 
injured man to the hospitalr it wouldn't have 
been necessary to cut off his leg1) 
(20) In Chinese culturer have the ex~ect U 
& oldest. 
( ' .  . . it is expected that . . . ' 1  
(21) If a && !LY, we also can get 
international communication. 
('Even if there were no/wasntt any T.V., we 
could havelthere would be international 
communication') 
One mightr in this same light1 consider the sentences in 
which the adverbial-fronted existentials with inversion 
(and minus PRO)# e.g.# (16) to (18)r are representative of 
an earlier stage than sentences (19) to (21) (Rutherford 
and Altman's 1985 data shows the same tendency). These 
also support Zobl's proposed "one constituent constraintr" 
according to which Subject PD is greater where lexical 
m a t e r i a l  ( a  s y n t a c t i c  c o n s t i t u e n t )  o t h e r  than  t h e  Subjec t  
occu r s  i n  p r e v e r b a l  p o s i t i o n ,  and e s p e c i a l l y  where a  non- 
r e f e r e n t i a l  pronoun would be expected (Zobl 1984:197). 
Examples Zobl (1984:202) c i t e s  from t h e  Spanish speaker 
Alberta's d a t a  a r e :  
a. I n  England is more b ig  t h e  problem. 
b. For m e  is b e t t e r  t h e  bee r  
c .  I n  t h i s  count ry  is  c razy  t h e  weather ,  no? 
Returning t o  t h e  Duff (1984) d a t a ,  i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  
r e l a t i v e l y  low p ropor t ion  of ex t raposed  o r  e x i s t e n t i a l  
c o n s t r u c t i o n s  of t h e  expected type ,  t h e r e  were s e v e r a l  
o t h e r  noteworthy f e a t u r e s  which r e q u i r e d  f u r t h e r  i n v e s t i -  
g a t i o n  of t h e  f u n c t i o n a l  s o r t  of a n a l y s i s  t h a t  is c u r r e n t l y  
advocated i n  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e .  F i r s t  of a l l ,  an unexpected 
f i n d i n g  was t h a t  c o n d i t i o n a l  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  appeared f a r  
more o f t e n  than  p r e d i c t e d ,  and t h i s  s i g n a l l e d  t h e  poss ib i-  
l i t y  of a  d i s c o u r s e- s y n t a c t i c  exp lana t ion  (supported,  
moreover, by EIaiman 1978).  Ruther ford  (1983) made on ly  
pas s ing  r e f e r e n c e  t o  t h e  appearance of c o n d i t i o n a l s  i n  h i s  
d a t a ,  namely t h a t  t h e r e  were more and c o n s t r u c t i o n s  
i n  J-ESL than  i n  M-ESL, bu t  he d i d  n o t  e l a b o r a t e .  
. 
A c l a s s i c l  r a t h e r  complicated example from t h e  M d a t a  
i n  t h e  s tudy  fo l lows  i n  (221, which i l l u s t r a t e s  t h e  kind of 
c o n d i t i o n a l  usage t h a t  is being r e f e r r e d  t o :  
(22) But I s a y  you should compare w i th  i& 2 LQL 
m e  1 h A m a a ,  s o  everyday 1 j u s t  look 
something and some i d e a  expressed from America ... 
But d i d n ' t  jeceive* L h a v e n ' t  jE!y 
program c o m ~ a r e d  t h e s e  s i t u a t i o n ,  I th ink  you 
s e e  something is b e t t e r  than you s e e  nothing.  
I n  (22 ) ,  t h e r e  a r e  two c o n d i t i o n a l  express ions ,  t h e  
f i r s t  marked wi th  . . . a, and t h e  second c o n s i s t i n g  of 
t h e  e lements  if . . . . . . l z e r o l .  A number of o t h e r  
comparable c o n s t r u c t i o n s  occur i n  t h e  s en t ences  above, 
(namely 4, 5,  6,  8, 11, 14,  19, 21)  and they  a r e  t y p i c a l l y  
coded wi th  v a r i o u s  combinations of t h e  markers a, and 
z e r o  (0). 
One p l a u s i b l e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of t h i s  l a r g e  number of 
c o n d i t i o n a l s  (i .e. ,  noverproduc t ionn)  is t h a t  they  a r e  
f u l f i l l i n g  a TC f u n c t i o n l  wi th  t h e  c l a u s e  a s  Topic o r  
t o p i c a l i z e r  of in format ion  which i n  t h e  t a s k s  used is more 
o r  l e s s  *givenn (sometimes c o u n t e r f a c t u a l l y ,  i n  which c a s e  
t h e  f a c t  is given i n  t h e  d i scou r se ;  see d i s c u s s i o n  i n  
Sec t ion  2.2.2). Cond i t i ona l s  are, t h u s ,  a  s u b s e t  of t h e  
sen ten t i a l- Top ic  ca tegory ,  which behave i n  much t h e  same 
way a s  o t h e r  Topics  do; i . e . ,  t h e y  p rov ide  a framework f o r  
t h e  comment, and p re suppos i t i on  on t h e  b a s i s  o f  which t o  
make new a s s e r t i o n s .  [no t e  51 S i m i l a r  examples of if- 
c l a u s e  ( b u t  non- condi t ional)  t o p i c a l i z a t i o n  produced by ESL 
t e a c h e r s  i n  Chaudron's (1983) s t u d y  were as fo l lows  (pp. 
442-443) : 
a. I f  you look a t  & QÂ (Topic) I 
i f  i t ' s  under 20 inches I  t h a t ' s  n o t  v e r y  much 
r a in .  
b. I f  you look a t  a [newsuauerL (Top ic ) ,  
o r  something, y o u ' l l  n o t i c e  t h a t  every 
sen t ence  is a paragraph j u s t  about.  
Bes ides  t h e  r o l e  of c o n d i t i o n a l s  i n  Duff ' s  J and M I L  
d a t a I  a second p o i n t  which dese rves  f u r t h e r  a t t e n t i o n  is 
t h e  r o l e  of  agreement between o r  among TopicI  Sub jec t ,  and 
verb. I f  indeed Subject- verb agreement is p o s i t e d  a s  a 
t r i g g e r  i n  t h e  s y n t a c t i c i z a t i o n  of TC sen tences ,  o r  a t  
l e a s t  & neces sa ry  mi les tone  i n  t h e  same p r o c e s s I  it should 
be incorpora ted  i n  t h e  a n a l y s i s  a s  ev idence  f o r  development 
i n  t h i s  d i r e c t i o n .  I n  sen tences  (8 )  I (10) I and (12) I a  
g e n e r i c ,  p l u r a l  NP is TopicI e ~ g . ~  peoule ,  fo l lowed by a 
s i n g u l a r  c o r e f e r e n t i a l  pronoun (e.g., unanalyzed -1. 
PresumablyI t h i s  s t a g e  would be  preceded by sen tences  wi th  
an e l l i p t e d  c o r e f e r e n t i a l  PRO ( e . g a I  a s  i n  Z I  3 ,  11, 1 6 I I  
and fol lowed by t h e  analyzed t h i r d  person con juga t ion  ( a s  
i n  141 ,  and a t  more advanced l e v e l s I  t h e  g e n e r i c  Topic 
might b e  rep laced  by t h e  s p e c i f i c  (perhaps  s i n g u l a r ) ,  
s y n t a c t i c i z e d  S u b j e c t  and would be  accompanied by Subject-  
verb  agreement. 
I n t e r e s t i n g l y ,  a s  mentioned aboveI t h e  c o r e f e r e n t i a l  
Subjec t  pronoun itlit 's is not  d e l e t e d  (i.e., by PRO-drop), 
a l though  t h e  PD d i s t i n c t i o n  between J and M (+ PD) and 
Engl i sh  (-PD) isI arguably I  a  t y p o l o g i c a l  parameter  which 
could very  e a s i l y  be t r a n s f e r r e d  i n  t h e s e  environments 
(White 1984, l98SI  H i l l e s  1985).  Thus t h e  f i l l e r  PRO 
h i n t s  of an in t e rmed ia t e  s t a g e  between t h e  "pre- 
s y n t a c t i c i z e d n  and n s y n t a c t i c i z e d m  modes, and would t h u s  be 
represen ted  a s  s t a g e  (ii) i n  Ru the r fo rd ' s  model f o r  M 
l e a r n e r s  ( s e e  Table  2.1, Sec t ion  2.3.7.5). whether t h e  
same usage would occur  i n  w r i t t e n  p roduc t ion  is n o t  c l e a r ,  
a l though  t h e  fo l lowing  c h a p t e r s  w i l l  r e p o r t  a s tudy  
ana lyz ing  t h e  w r i t t e n  d a t a  of a comparable group of 
l e a r n e r s I  and t h i s  ques t ion  w i l l  be  addressed  t h e r e .  
2.3.7.9 Summary of SLA Studies 
In the numerous studies cited aboveI the repeated 
occurrence of TCs was observed in the ILs of learners whose 
Lls were Tp and TSPI such as Hmong, M, JI and KoreanI and 
whose IL CWO was (in all but the Pidgin data) invariably 
SVO. The literature described the intersection of Ll Tp 
typology with L2 Sp typology, in terms of girect and 
indirect effects, as in the noverproduction" of sentence- 
initial adverbials, nominal Topics, and i.&-clauses, in the 
data of learners of approximately intermediate proficiency 
levels (e.g., TOEFL 450-500). The following points summar- 
ize the discourse-functional effects in the ILs of the 
subjects in the respective studies: 
(1) An IL article system based on the implicit 
definite reference of Topics; PD at early developmental 
stages (Buebner 1979) ; 
(2) A relatively high frequency of sentence-initial 
adverbials in Japanese- and Korean-ESLI reflecting a kind 
of topicalization by means of locatives and temporals 
commonly used to this end in the Ll (Rutherford 1983, Duff 
1984, Curran 1984); 
( 3 )  A large number of TCs with Topic NPsI sometimes 
coded in IL with the postposed marker &bL (Schumann, 
forthcoming, Givon 1984, Huebner 1979, Duff 1984, Curran 
1984) : 
(4) A subset of TCs in (3) with sentential Topics, 
especially in M data (Rutherford 1983# Duff 1984); 
( 5 )  The functional role of extraposition in J and 
existentials in M to introduce new Topics (Schachter and 
Rutherford 197gI Rutherford 1983): 
(6) The role of conditionals (e.g.I clauses) as 
Topics/topicalizers (Duff 1984). 
In the early SLA (Pidgin) data of Japanese, MexicanI 
Spanish and Filipino subjects (SchumannI forthcomingI and 
Givon l984lI the same pragmatic strategies leading to the 
production of TCs, Topic chains and listing were also 
observed, although possibly for different reasons. The 
Pidgin data characterizes the pragmat2c mode, which appears 
to be the result of fossilization at a level reflecting the 
stressful multilingual context in which migrant workers 
typically find themselves. Hence, the potential transfer 
effect of Tp and/or Pig0 is reinforced for these learners, 
due t o  c a t i o n  demands and t h e  f requency of s i m i l a r  
s t r u c t u r e s  (e.g., TCs)  i n  t h e  i npu t  t o  them. 
2.3.8 Summary of Chapter I1 
I n  t h e  foregoing  s e c t i o n s ,  w e  cons ide red  ways i n  which 
syn tax  develops  ou t  of d i s cou r se- func t iona l  s t r a t e g i e s  and 
i n  many k inds  of language change. S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  we 
observed t h a t  S u b j e c t s  evolve ou t  of s en t ence  Topics a s  
VP agreement i s  acqui red  and S u b j e c t s  adopt a p p r o p r i a t e  
l i n g u i s t i c  behav io ra l  and coding p r o p e r t i e s .  
T h e o r e t i c a l  and exper imental  a n a l y s e s  of t h i s  p rocess  
were reviewed and exp lana t ions  were recounted f o r  t h e  kinds  
of developmental  s t a g e s  t h a t  Ruther ford  (1983) p o s i t e d  
would l e a d  up t o  f u l l  s y n t a c t i c i z a t i o n .  Hence, our survey 
n o t  on ly  examined SLA da ta ,  but  a l s o  m a n i f e s t a t i o n s  of t h e  
same phenomena i n  d i ach ron ic ,  on togene t i c ,  and c r e o l i z a t i o n  
da ta .  
The u n i v e r s a l l y  a t t e s t e d  pragmat ic  mode i n  e a r l y  
language development g i v e s  r i s e  t o  t h e  s y n t a c t i c  mode, and 
t h i s  change is re in fo rced  by p r i n c i p l e s  of markedness 
theory ,  p e r c e p t u a l  p rocess ing  c o n s t r a i n t s ,  and core  
grammar, among o the r s .  Although s y n t a c t i c i z a t i o n  is seen 
t o  be a n a t u r a l  developmental p rocess ,  a t t e s t a t i o n  of t h e  
same p roces s  i n  3 and M l e a r n e r s '  ESL matura t ion  a l s o  
r e f l e c t s  t h e  prolonging i n f l u e n c e  of pragmat ic  s t r a t e g i e s ,  
which a r e  p a r t l y  granunaticalized i n  t h e  l e a r n e r s '  L l s .  
Furthermore,  i n  a  form- to- function a n a l y s i s  of 3 and M I L  
d a t a ,  d i s cou r se- func t iona l  e f f e c t s  r evea l ed  t h a t  Sub jec t s  
evolve from e x i s t e n t i a l s  i n  M-ESL, and from l o c a t i v e s  and 
then  e x i s t e n t i a l s  i n  J-ESL. The development of r e l a t i v e  
c l a u s e  format ion is y e t  ano ther  a s p e c t  of s y n t a c t i c i z a t i o n .  
I n  t h e  fol lowing chap te r ,  r e sea rch  conducted by t h i s  
au thor  i esponse t o  f i n d i n g s  and hypotheses  reviewed 




The purpose of this study is to verify and perhaps 
refine the claims made in the literature by Rutherford 
(1983), in particular, regarding the transfer of Ll 
discourse-syntactic processes in the ESL production of J 
and M learners. Although the present research is different 
from previous work in that it deals exclusively with 
Japanese and Mandarin ILs from the outset, we have tried, 
as much as possible, to ensure cross-study comparability by 
using the same kind of target population, task type, and 
modality as in Schachter and Hart (1979), Schachter and 
Rutherford (1979), Rutherford (1983), and Rutherford and 
Altman (1985). Furthermore, the present study improves 
upon the previous work by being explicit about research 
methodology, by performing random sampling, using baseline 
units of measurement, reporting inter-rater reliability, 
performing inferential statistical analysis of the strength 
of relationships between the variables, and so forth. 
3.2 Research Questions . 
The primary research question is: What is the effect 
of the independent variables of Ll (J or M) and proficiency 
level on the dependent variable of syntacticization of 
Topic in ESL? Secondly, to what degree are these effects 
accurately captured by Rutherford's model (1983)? Thirdly, 
how is the claimed transfer effect of Topic Prominence 
consistent with other constraints on language development, 
such as psychological operating principles, markedness 
theory, psychotypological factors, and UG? 
3.3 Hypotheses 
The hypotheses are based on the research findings 
reported in the latter part of Chapter 11. The null 
hypothesis, which predicts no differences between Ll groups 
on the various dependent measures, would be compatible with 
the view of second language acquisition that attributes 
all language development to learner-internal and L2- 
internal factors. Because the research outlined above 
claims just the opposite, however, namely that there are 
Ll-induced p roces ses  o r  c o n s t r a i n t s  on L2 development and 
produc t ion  ( i n  conjunc t ion  wi th  n a t u r a l  developmental 
sequences  and p r i n c i p l e s  of u n i v e r s a l  grammar and 
markedness t h e o r y ) ,  which r e s u l t  i n  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  
p roduc t ion ,  we w i l l  choose a l t e r n a t i v e  hypotheses.  While a  
c o n s e r v a t i v e  approach would simply p r e d i c t  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  J 
and f4 IL c o n s t r u c t i o n s ,  we w i l l  v e n t u r e  t o  assume a  
s t r o n g e r  p o s i t i o n ,  one t h a t  p r e d i c t s  d i r e c t i o n a l  d i f f e r -  
ences  i n  t h e  da t a .  The hypotheses a r e  l i s t e d  below. 
H (1): M l e a r n e r s  produce more TC c o n s t r u c t i o n s  than  
J (i.e., a t  s t a g e s  t i )  and (ii) i n  Table  2.1) due 
t o  t h e  g r e a t e r  Tp of M v is-2-vis  J, and t h e  
r e l a t i v e l y  h igher  f requency and f l e x i b i l i t y  wi th  
which TCs occur i n  M. 
H (2 ) :  ?mong t h e  TCs r e f e r r e d  t o  i n  ( 1 1 ,  
produce more s e n t e n t i a l  o r  "heavy S u b j e c t s n  t h a n  
J. 
H (3) :  M produce more e x i s t e n t i a l  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  t han  
J, tnarked wi th  t h e  n o n- r e f e r e n t i a l  element k i ~ x e .  
T h i s  hypothes i s  d i f f e r s  s l i g h t l y  from 
Ru the r fo rd ' s  c la im t h a t  J produce on t h e  whole . 
more dummy S u b j e c t s  than M (which, i n  any c a s e  
w i l l  be  t e s t e d  i n  Hypothesis  5 ) .  However, 
according t q  Ru the r fo rd ' s  model, w e  should expect  
more e x i s t e n - t i a l  development ( a s  i n  h i s  s i x -  
s t a g e  a n a l y s i s )  from M, cons ide r ing ,  f i r s t l y ,  t h e  
r e s u l t s  of Schachter  and Ruther ford  (1979) which 
po in t ed  t o  t h i s ,  and secondly,  t h e  claimed 
f u n c t i o n a l  r o l e  of e x i s t e n t i a l s  i n  M-ESL. 
H ( 4 ) :  J produce more e x t r a p o s i t i o n  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  
(marked by n o n- r e f e r e n t i a l  a) t han  M. 
H ( 5 ) :  The combined t o t a l  of dummy S u b j e c t s  (& and 
t h e r e )  is g r e a t e r  f o r  J than M. Th i s  p r e d i c t i o n  
is  based on Ruther ford ' s  (1983) n o t i o n  t h a t  J ,  as 
a p a r t i a l  Sp and GWO language,  s e n s i t i z e s  
l e a r n e r s  t o  t h e  produc t ion  of n o n- r e f e r e n t i a l  
p lace- holders  i n  ESL. 
H ( 6 ) :  J produce more s e n t e n c e- i n i t i a l  l o c a t i v e  
c o n s t r u c t i o n s ,  w i th  o r  wi thout  t h e  e x i s t e n t i a l  
w, t han  bl [ a t  h igher  p r o f i c i e n c i e s ,  t h e  
l o c a t i v e s  occur p o s t v e r b a l l y  fo l lowing  an 
e x i s t e n t i a l  c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  bu t  t h i s  w i l l  be  t e s t e d  
i n  (101, below] - This  is i m p l i c i t  i n  
Rutherford's model, as shown in Table 2.2 
(Section 2.3.7.5). 
H (7): J produce more "truen passives than Mf due to 
the partial Sp and GWO status of their Llf and 
the wider range of passives in J than in M. 
H (8): J produce more sentence-initial iÂ 
constructions than Hf and this reflects a 
discourse-functional strategy of encoding 
presuppositions and framing assertions (see Duff 
1984, Haiman 1978). 
H (9): J produce more constructions at the 
beginning of sentences than Mf for the same 
reason as given in (8) . 
H (10): There are differences in the effects of Tpf 
e.g., the amount of TCsf based on L2 proficiency. 
Thus, as learners syntacticize their construc- 
tions, they consequently produce fewer 
constructions at the lowest levels of 
Rutherford's model, fewer other constructions 
with the same discourse function (e.gbf 
~onditionals)~ and more Subject-verb agreement. 
Other hypotheses which follow directly from the pre- 
vious research but which are not central to the present 
study are that M produce more PRO-dropf serial verbs, and 
Topic chains than J. 
3.4 Methodology - 
3.4.1 A Critique of Methods in Previous Studies 
In several places in the preceding pages, it was 
suggested that the studies reviewed were weakened by vague 
descriptions of research methodsf and sometimes serious 
problems threatening the validity and reliability of the 
research. In this sectionf before discussing the method- 
ology used in the present studyf a critique of those 
previously used is warranted. Since we are concerned 
primarily with cross-sectional studies with written 
production dataf we will reserve our comments to Schachter 
and Rutherford (1979) and Rutherford (1983) (although 
Rutherford and Altman 1985 suffers from some of the same 
imprecision). 
In reviewing the methodology of the aforementioned 
studies, the following points will be addressed: (1) 
sampling; (2) n-size; (3) proficiency levels; (4) baseline 
units of measurement; (5) validity; (6) inter-rater 
reliability; and (7 )  generalizability on the basis of 
inferential statistical analysis. 
- 
Firstl the selection of subjects (i.e.# compositions) 
in both studies is not explained, and it is not at all 
clear that there was random sampling. Second, the sample 
size is not clearly defined; for example, Schachter and 
Rutherford had at their disposal 525 compositions, but it 
is not stated (1) how many J and M were included in the 
total sample; ( 2 )  how and why they chose to analyze all 525 
compositions for extraposition, but only 100 for 
existentials; or ( 3 )  how they could compare J or M with 
'other groups," in terms of averages of the selected 
measures, as in extraposition in 3 out of 4 compositions 
for J, but 2 out of 4 for "othersn. Does "othersn here 
represent an average of all other groups pooled together, 
with the risk of squashing meaningful differences? In 
Rutherford (19831, similarly, the sample size is never 
clearly stated or sampling procedures explained. We can, 
however, calculate that on the basis of topic sentences 
produced on a six-sentence task, the groups include 29 M, 
39 J and Korean (together), 20 Spanish, and 66 Arabs. The 
n-size, therefore, is rather small, especially since only 
six sentences are examined for each subject; it is 
difficult to make the kinds of generalizations Rutherford 
has posited, on this basis. 
Third, the proficiency levels of groups are not 
explicitly provided, either in terms of local (University 
of Southern California) test scores or class placementl or 
in terms of standardized test scores, such as TOEFL. 
Additionally, there is not even a hint of the number of 
students at any approximate level. In other words, in a 
model such as Rutherfordqs, in particular, the development 
of syntax must be correlated with some kind of index of 
proficiency, but this is done only in very general terms, 
and hypothetically at that. 
Fourth, there is no baseline unit of measurement used 
in Schachter and Rutherford. That is, the number of 
structures per composition are compared, but they are quite 
probably not comparable because the length of compositions 
varies greatly (from this researcherls experience). Thus, 
the number of words or, better yet, sentences is not 
considered in their analysis, and consequently, the results 
are not particularly meaningful in a quantitative sense. 
Schachter  nd Bart (1979) performed a  much c l e a n e r  
a n a l y s i s ,  comparison, of w r i t t e n  p roduc t ion  a c r o s s  t h e  
same ~1 g r  s and a c r o s s  t h r e e  de f ined  p r o f i c i e n c y  l e v e l s ,  
because they  r e p o r t e d  r e l a t i v e  f requency of e r r o r s ,  and 
included averages  of t o t a l  number of words produced a t  each 
p r o f i c i e n c y  l e v e l .  R u t h e r f o r d as  s t u d y  was more p r e c i s e  i n  
terms of having b a s e l i n e  measures, s i n c e  we know t h a t  i n  
t h e  p i l o t  s tudy  (bu t  n o t  t h e  s tudy  l e a d i n g  up t o  t h e  p i l o t  
s tudy)  he examined only s i x  s en t ences  pe r  s u b j e c t .  
F i f t h  is t h e  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  of v a l i d i t y n  Schachter  and 
Rutherford examined w r i t t e n  composi t ions  of s t u d e n t s  based 
on ass igned  t o p i c s ,  and t h i s  is, w e  b e l i e v e ,  a  v a l i d  method 
of e l i c i t i n g  l e a r n e r s a  (quasi- )spontaneous produc t ion  
( i s s u e s  of moni tor ing a s i d e ) .  However, Ru the r fo rd ' s  s tudy  
has  two major problems i n  terms of v a l i d i t y :  (1) He had 
s t u d e n t s  perform a  " simulated w composi t ion w r i t i n g  t a s k ,  
f o r  which l e a r n e r s  were t o  p rov ide  a  t o p i c  s en t ence  f o r  
each of s i x  a s s igned  t i t l e s .  The procedure  and purpose of 
t h i s  t a s k ,  Ruther ford  admits,  were d i f f i c u l t  t o  convey t o  
l e a r n e r s .  ( 2 )  Rela ted  t o  t h i s  " s imula ted  composit ion t a s k n  
a r e  t h e  problems wi th  analyzing a  s en t ence  produced ou t  of 
c o n t e x t  ( i . e . ,  independent of o t h e r  s e n t e n c e s  i n  a  t e x t  
wi th  t h e  same d i s c o u r s e  t o p i c ) ,  f o ~  t h e  purpose of 
a s c e r t a i n i n g  d i scou r se- syn tac t i c  t r a n s f e r  from t h e  L l  and 
thereby  c h a r a c t e r i z i n g  J and M I L  development. What can i n  , 
f a c t  be  g e n e r a l i z e d  is only t h a t  l e a r n e r s  producing . 
. i n d i v i d u a l  s en t ences  on a  s imu la t ed  composit ion w r i t i n g  
t o  c o n s t r u c t  t o p i c  s en t ences  of t h e  s a i d  kind. 
Schachter  and Hart  (1979) went s o  f a r  a s  t o  
t h e  f i r s t  sen tence  i n  t h e i r  composit ions,  
t o  t h e  a n t i c i p a t e d  e f f e c t  of modell ing o r  even 
s c a f f o l d i n g  t h a t  t h e  t i t l e  has  on t h e  t o p i c  sen tence ,  
e s p e c i a l l y  i n  l e a r n e r s a  p roduct ion.  
S i x t h ,  no i n t e r - r a t e r  r e l i a b i l i t y  was r epo r t ed  f o r  t h e  
coding of s t r u c t u r e s  i n  e i t h e r  s tudy ,  and s i n c e  c o n s t r u c t s  
such a s  TCs a r e  i n f e r e n t i a l  c a t e g o r i e s ,  t h i s  is y e t  ano ther  
methodological  weakness. 
L a s t l y ,  t h e  s t a t i s t i c a l  a n a l y s i s  of t h e  d a t a  i n  t h e  
prev ious  s t u d i e s ,  i f  performed a t  a l l ,  does n o t  p o i n t  
convinc ing ly  t o  t h e  s i g n i f i c a n c e  of a l l  of t h e  claimed 
d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  IL product ion between J and M. 
3.4.2 Sampling o f  S u b j e c t s  
Wri t ing samples were drawn from b a c k f i l e s  of  Engl i sh  
Language I n s t i t u t e  ( E L I )  placement tes ts  a t  t h e  Un ive r s i t y  
of  Hawaii a t  Manoa, and s e l e c t i o n  was based on t h e  follow-  
ing c r i t e r i a :  s u b j e c t s  had t o  (1) be n a t i v e  speake r s  of  J 
o r  M o n l y  (no o t h e r  Chinese d i a l e c t s ) ;  ( 2 )  have recorded 
TOEFL s c o r e s  between 450 and 599; (3 )  have t aken  t h e  ELI 
placement examination between 1980 and 1985; (4 )  have 
l i v e d  i n  t h e  United S t a t e s  f o r  l e s s  than  t h r e e  years .  
From t h e  popula t ion  de f ined  above, 35 composi t ions  were 
randomly sampled f o r  each range of TOEFL s c o r e s ;  i .e . ,  35 
J with  TOEFL s c o r e s  450-499, 35 wi th  TOEFL 500-549, and 35 
wi th  TOEFL 550-599. The same procedure  was fol lowed f o r  M 
s u b j e c t s .  The des ign  is shown i n  Table  3 .1  below, and i n  
Table 3.2 and Table 3.3 t h e  r e s u l t s  of  sampling are shown 
i n  terms of mean TOEFL s c o r e s  pe r  c e l l  and mean l e n g t h  of 
r e s idence  i n  months, r e s p e c t i v e l y .  
4 
P r o f i c i e n c y  l e v e l  
(by TOEFL s c o r e s )  
------------l-------------l-----------l------------- I 
L l  1 450-499 I 500-549 I 550-599 
-------------l-------------l-----------l------------- I I 
Japanese  1 n= 35 1 3 5 1 35 
------------[-------------[-----------l------------- I I 
Mandarin I 3 5 1 35 1 35 
------------l-------------l-----------l------------- I I 
-h a Besidence (Months) by QSW 
Unfor tuna te ly t  t h e  n a t u r e  of t h e  popu la t ion  a t  t h e  
Engl ish  Language I n s t i t u t e  ( E L I )  does n o t  y i e l d  enough 
s u b j e c t s  f o r  a s e p a r a t e  ca tegory  of even lower l e v e l  
l e a r n e r s  (e .gv  TOEFL 400-449); t h e r e f o r e ,  we cannot make 
g e n e r a l i z a t i o n s  f o r  t h a t  l e v e l  of J and M l e a r n e r s  ( a s  
e.g., Schachte r  and Har t  1979 d i d ) .  
The b a s e l i n e  u n i t  of a n a l y s i s  was e s t a b l i s h e d  as 12 T- 
u n i t s  ( s e e  d e f i n i t i o n  i n  Appendix A ) .  T h i s  t e x t  s i z e  was 
determined by t a l l y i n g  t h e  l eng th  of each composition 
a v a i l a b l e  f o r  sampling. It was apparen t  t h a t  many 
composi t ions  had we l l  over 30  T- uni ts ,  whereas o t h e r s  had 
only 10 o r  s o  T- uni ts ;  i n  o rde r  t o  have a s a t i s f a c t o r y  n- 
s i z e  t o  work wi th  (e.g., 30-40 s u b j e c t s  per  c e l l  i n  Table 
3-11,  1 2  T- uni ts  represen ted  t h e  l a r g e s t  amount of t e x t  
t h a t  cou ld  be analyzed a c r o s s  most composit ions.  Choosing 
15  T-uni t s t  f o r  example, would have reduced t h e  n- s ize  t o  
l e s s  t han  30  s u b j e c t s  pe r  c e l l .  
Therefore t  a l l  composit ions were f i r s t  d iv ided  i n t o  T- 
u n i t s .  Secondt sampling of t h e  12-T-unit passages  from 
each composit ion was done with  a t a b l e  of random numbers t o  
determine t h e  i n i t i a l  T-unit from which 12 consecu t ive  T- 
u n i t s  (and any non- syntac t ic  u n i t s  con ta ined  wi th in  12 T- 
u n i t s )  would be sampled. The w r i t i n g  samples were then 
photocopied,  and a coding s h e e t  w i th  a l l  b i o d a t a  was kept  
s e p a r a t e .  
3.4.3 Task 
The d a t a  base f o r  t h e  p r e s e n t  a n a l y s i s  is t h e  w r i t i n g  
samples f o r  E L I  placement t e s t i n g  purposes  between 1980- 
1985. S tuden t s  t ak ing  t h e  t e s t  a r e  i n s t r u c t e d  t o  choose 
one of f o u r  given t o p i c s  and t o  w r i t e  on t h a t  t o p i c  dur ing 
a maximum t ime of 50 minutes.  Topics i n c l u d e  "Describe 
the ideal friendlw "What should the role of a husband or 
wife "How my family and I celebrate our favorite 
holidaylw and so on. These titles and the task itself are 
comparable to those used by Schachter and Hart (1979)1 
Schachter and Rutherford (1979) Rutherford (1983) and 
Rutherford and Altman (1985)- 
A total of more than forty composition topics were 
written aboutr as the choice of possible topics changes 
from term to term at the ELI. Generally speaking, most 
students write only one draftl making few corrections as 
they proceed, and the product is on average one to two 
pages in length (single-spacedl1 or approximately 25 T- 
units (see Measuresl below). 
3.4 .4  Design 
The basic design of this study is a 2-way analysis of 
variance in which the independent variables are (1) 
backqroundl either Japanese or Mandarinr and (2) Jevel ot 
!33 proficiencvl as determined by TOEE'L scores: low (TOEFL 
45O-499), medium (500-5491, or high (550-599). Control 
variables are (1) length of residencel which is less than 
three years; (2) which is the (more or less) sponta- 
neous writing of compositions in a timed ,placement test; 
(3) the period of admission into the progran at the English 
Language Institute at the University of Hawaiil namely, 
1980-1985; and ( 4 )  roughlyl academic background. 
The dependent variable is simply the syntacticization 
of Subjects from Topics. The measures of this variable 
appear in the following sectionl and they are taken 
mostly from Rutherford (1983). The ordering of measures is 
intended to show rather crudely the diachronic development 
that takes place, but this is only within the numerals (2 )  
and (7) (e.g.# a -> b -> c ) ~  not across numerals. The 
first measurel T-unitsl is not a dependent measurel but 
ratherl a baseline unit upon which to make cross-group 
comparisons. 
In addition to the independent and dependent 
variables identified abover there are several possible 
moderating and intervening variables. First of a111 
composition topics (i.ea1 assigned titles) are a potential 
source of variation in the datal but due to the constraints 
imposed by wconvenience samplingn in order to meet the 
other criteria (independent and control va~iables)~ it was 
not possible to limit the analysis to a fixed topic. In 
the end, howeverl there is a randomizing effect on topic 
due t o  t h e  number ( 4 0 )  and sampling of p o s s i b l e  t o p i c s ,  
and t h u s  w e  can assume a  n e g l i g i b l e  e f f e c t  f o r  t h i s  
v a r i a b l e .  
Secondly, even wi th in  t h e  range of l e n g t h  of r e s i -  
dence, t h e r e  might conceivably be  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  t h e  
produc t ion  of l e a r n e r s  who have j u s t  a r r i v e d  from t h e i r  
home coun t ry ,  and those  who have a l r e a d y  r e s i d e d  i n  an ESL 
community f o r  up t o  t h r e e  years .  I t  is  t o  be  noted t h a t  
t h e  sampling procedure  of s u b j e c t s  u n f o r t u n a t e l y  r e s u l t e d  
i n  t h e  group of lowest  l e v e l  M l e a r n e r s  having a  longer  
l e n g t h  of res idence  (approximately double) than  t h a t  of J 
a t  t h e  same l e v e l ,  and longer  than any o t h e r  sub-group i n  
t h e  sample. Due t o  t h e  grouping on t h e  b a s i s  of s tandard-  
ized  test  s c o r e s ,  however, t h i s  d i f f e r e n c e  is n o t  expected 
t o  bear  on t h e  r e s u l t s  t o  any s e r i o u s  ex t en t .  
I n t e rven ing  v a r i a b l e s  a r e  r e l a t e d  t o  such unknown and 
undeterminable  f a c t o r s  as: degree  of moni tor ing of t a s k ,  
i n f luenced  by f a t i g u e ;  t r a n s f e r  of t r a i n i n g ;  t h e  e f f e c t  of 
t h e  t e s t i n g  s e s s i o n  i t s e l f  on l e a r n e r s '  performance; and 
t h e  e f f e c t  of t h e  amount of e x p l i c i t  i n s t r u c t i o n  i n  Engl ish  
e x p o s i t o r y  w r i t i n g  and grammar. 
3.4.5 Measures 
Measures used i n  t h e  s tudy  fo l low,  a long  with 
examples; due t o  space  l i m i t a t i o n s ,  an o p e r a t i o n a l i z a b l e  
d e s c r i p t i o n  of a l l  t h e  c r i t e r i a  is not  provided here ,  
a l though  a  more complete d e s c r i p t i o n  appears  i n  Appendix A s  
For e a s e  of r e f e r e n c e  i n  t h i s  s e c t i o n  and i n  t h e  fol lowing 
c h a p t e r s ,  "2a,  2b, and 2cS w i l l  r e f e r  t o  t h e  t h r e e  s t a g e s  
s a i d  t o  be  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  of J l e a r n e r s 1  development ( s e e  
Table  2 .2 ) ;  by c o n t r a s t ,  t h e  l a b e l s  '7a-7fn w i l l  r e f e r  t o  
t h e  s t a g e s  claimed f o r  M l e a r n e r s 1  I L  development ( s e e  
Table  2.1).  These coding convent ions  a r e  c o n s i s t e n t  with 
t h o s e  i n  Appendix A, where t hey  a r e  expla ined  more f u l l y .  
(1) T-units: T- uni ts  (Hunt 1977) were coded a s  
t hey  a r e  convent iona l ly  coded i n  t h e  ESL 
i t e r a t u r e  ( c f .  Larsen-Freeman 1983) .  
ubord ina te  o r  a d j u n c t i v e  c l a u s e s  were 
ncluded i n  t h e  same T- unit  a s  t h e  main 
l a u s e ,  except when t h e  c l a u s e s  were bounded 
y  t e r m i n a l  punc tua t ion .  Sentences  wi thout  
e r b s ,  which a r e  no t  g e n e r a l l y  inc luded  i n  
- un i t  ana lyses ,  were coded as "non- 
y n t a c t i c  u n i t s , "  and t h e s e  were important  
n  t h i s  a n a l y s i s  s i n c e  t h e  absence of a  verb  
i n  t h e  p r e d i c a t e  s i g n a l s  i n  many c a s e s  t h e  
most p r i m i t i v e  of TC c o n s t r u c t i o n s .  
Schachte r  and Hart  (1979) argued t h a t  
T- uni ts  were n o t  a p p r o p r i a t e  b a s e l i n e  
measures f o r  I L  da t a ,  bu t  s i n c e  t h e  T- unit  
is based on t h e  e x i s t e n c e  of a  main verb,  
t h i s  is a c t u a l l y  t h e  most s u i t a b l e  index f o r  
comparing t h e  occurrence and u s e  of Topics ,  
Sub jec t s ,  and PRO-drop. 
I n  China, many kind of TV program 
showing / and t h e  c h i l d r e n  watching them./ 
Because can l e a r n  many t h i n g  from TV.1 
(3  T- uni ts)  
(2a )  S e n t e n c e- i n i t i a l  l o c a t i v e  + VP 
Japan,  g o t  l o t  of problem nowadays. 
(2b) S e n t e n c e- i n i t i a l  l o c a t i v e  wi th  h + Sentence 
I n  Japan; w i f e  is expected t o  s t a y  a t  home 
t o  t a k e  c a r e  of ch i ld ren .  
(2c )  E x i s t e n t i a l  + VP + l o c a t i v e  w i th  j& 
There were always many people  l i v i n g  i n  
t h e  sma l l  town surrounded by mountains 
and had no way t o  communicate wi th  o the r s .  
I f  you can t each  a  s t u d e n t  i n  t h e i r  p r e f e r e n c e  
way; I t h i n k  t h a t ' s  t h e  b e s t  way t o  teach .  
When t h e  people  is comfor tab le  i n  t h e  s i t u a t i o n ,  
he o r  s h e  is n o t  unhappy a t  l e a s t .  
( 5 )  E x t r a p o s i t i o n  wi th  s e n t e n c e- i n i t i a l  a 
I t  is necessary  t o  t r e a t  o t h e r s  a s  he  h i s e l f  is  
t r e a t e d .  
(6) Pass ives  
H e  was decided t o  be k i l l e d .  
(la) Topic-Comment: NP (TOP) -B (SuBJ)- vP 
Women go out of home and look for a job 
are usual today. 
- 
(7b) Topic-Comment: NP (TOP) -NP  SUB^ VP 
- 
Older person, Katsu changed my life 
significantly. 
Therefore we could say that there have good 
families got alot of children. 
There is already enough people to populate 
earth. 
(7e) There-?-Relative clause 
There are alot of people who thinks that way. 
(7f) Subject-Predicate (~nÂ£initive/Gerun as Subject) 
To stick to those important rules isn't a 
hard job for me. 
(7 ' ) Miscellaneous existential 
There are alot of people with that idea. 
(8) Subject-verb agreement 
My father go to work six olclock (-1 
My father goes to work six o'clock (+) 
y two uncle have houses in Hong Kong (IL) 
( 9 )  PRO-drop 
He said (fl) should go to the movie together. 
(10) Serial verbs 
The wife have to stay home take care of kits. 
(11) Topic chains 
(see example in Section 2 . 2 . 5 . )  
3.4.6 Coding 
In te r- Rater  R e l i a b i l i t y  
Two independent,  l i n g u i s t i c a l l y  s o p h i s t i c a t e d  r a t e r s  
were t r a i n e d  according t o  t h e  coding convent ions  and 
i n s t r u c t i o n s  e s t a b l i s h e d  by t h i s  r e s e a r c h e r  (based p r i -  
mar i ly  on Ru the r fo rd ' s  1983 examples) ,  which a r e  found i n  
Appendix A- A f t e r  t h e  coding procedures  were expla ined  t o  
t h e  r a t e r s ,  t hey  p r a c t i c e d  coding f o u r  t e x t s  of approxi-  
mate ly  1 2  T- uni ts  each. Then, a f t e r  f u r t h e r  d i s c u s s i o n  of 
procedures ,  r a t e r s  independent ly  coded a  t o t a l  of 60 
a d d i t i o n a l  t e x t s ,  o r  25% of t h e  e n t i r e  corpus  (each t e x t  
approximately  1 2  T- units  i n  l e n g t h ) ,  which had been 
randomly s e l e c t e d  from t h e  corpus  accord ing  t o  t h r e e  
parameters :  L l ,  p r o f i c i e n c y  l e v e l ,  and p l a c e  i n  composi- 
t i o n  from which t h e  t e x t s  were e x t r a c t e d  ( i . e . ,  t h e  number 
of t h e  i n i t i a l  T-unit from which  t h e  12-T-unit t e x t  began).  
Thus, t h e  t e x t s  r a t e d  by t h i s  r e s e a r c h e r  and two o t h e r s  
could b e  cons idered  f o r  a l l  i n t e n t s  and purposes  repre-  
s e n t a t i v e  of t h e  corpus.  
I n t e r - r a t e r  r e l i a b i l i t y  s c o r e s  were c a l c u l a t e d  on t h e  
, b a s i s  of  number of i n s t a n c e s  of agreement d i v i d e d  by t h e  
t o t a l  number of c a s e s  of agreement p l u s  disagreement  f o r  
each measure (and sub-measure) and f o r  each t e x t .  The 
c r i t e r i o n  r a t i n g  was t h a t  of t h i s  r e s e a r c h e r  (Rate r  1 1 ,  
t hus  t h e  purpose of t h e  procedure  was t o  ensu re  t h a t  t h e  
c a t e g o r i e s  were indeed npsycho log ica l ly  r e a l "  o r  r a t e a b l e ,  
and secondly,  t h a t  t h i s  r e s e a r c h e r l s  coding was r e l i a b l e  
( i . e . ,  c o n s i s t e n t ) .  Thus t h e  c a l c u l a t i o n s  were made f o r  
Rater  2 r e l a t i v e  t o  t h e  c r i t e r i o n ,  and f o r  Ra te r  3 r e l a t i v e  
t o  t h e  c r i t e r i o n .  Although it is und i spu tab le  t h a t  Cohenls 
kappa c o e f f i c i e n t  p rov ides  a  more c o n s e r v a t i v e  e s t i m a t e  of 
agreement which can be used i n  s t u d i e s  such  a s  t h i s ,  due t o  
t h e  number of measures and t e x t s  involved ,  percen tage  
agreement on ly  was c a l c u l a t e d  h e r e  (Cohen 1960) .  
T h i s  p rocedure  met wi th  mixed r e s u l t s ,  due it appears  
(perhaps  i r o n i c a l l y  so )  t o  t h e  p roces s ing  demands imposed 
by t h e  t a s k  i t s e l f .  The f i r s t  s e t  of  s c o r e s  r e p r e s e n t s  
t h e  agreement of t h e  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of boundar ies  ( i . e . ,  T- 
u n i t s )  and s t r u c t u r e s  t o  be  coded (e.g., e x i s t e n t i a l  ). I n  t h i s  a r ea ,  a l l  but  e x t r a p o s i t i o n  and p a s s i v e s  
rece ived  a  f a i r l y  high l e v e l  of i d e n t i f i c a t i o n ,  as Table 
3 .4  i n d i c a t e s .  Given t h e  e x p l i c i t  l i n g u i s t i c  d e s c r i p t i o n  
of most of t h e s e  s t r u c t u r e s  (wi th  t h o s e  i n  7a  and 7b 
cons idered  t h e  most i n f e r e n t i a l ) ,  and t h e  r e l a t i v e  succes s  
wi th  which r a t e r s  i d e n t i f i e d  tokens  i n  p r a c t i c e  s e s s i o n s  
(us ing  a  much sma l l e r  c o r p u s ) ,  it appeared t h a t  t h e  t a s k  of 
reading through unflagged texts t0 identify potentially 
codeable structures resulted in some structures going 
undetected; this was especially true in the case of 'dummy 
elements" or redundant elements which are usually highly 
predictable and thus easily missed. 
With this understandingI and given constraints on time 
and resourcesI it was necessary to calculate the level of 
agreement on the identified features onlyI with no further 
coding of texts. Thus, for extraposition and passives, 
whose level of identification was initially low, it must be 
assumed that the difficulty in coding arose from the 
process of coding and not because the categories are 
inferential (see descriptions in Appendix A). 
E&L2u  
Inter-Rater Reliability 
Percentage Agreement on Identification 
and Coding of Features 
.......................................................... 
Rater 2 Rater 3 - % AGR on Coded 
Identif. Identif. Features (R2+R3) 
................................................ 
96% 95 % > 90% 
89% 93 % > 90% 
88% 88% > 90% 
77% 77% > 90% 
TCs/Exist (7s) 80% 73 % > 90% 
.......................................................... 
Extrapos/Pass. <SO% <SO% > 90% 
------------------------------------------------------*--- 
Of the structures actually identified by ratersI the 
level Of agreement wasI howeverI quite satisfactoryI 
ranging from upwards of go%, and well above 95% in most 
cases. This score was obtained for both raters on all 
measures, including the sub-categorization of measures with 
multiple levels. Due to the low frequency of PRO-drop and 
serial verbs in the texts sampledI they were not, as it 
turned outI included in the inter-rater reliability scores. 
The coding of the remainder of the data was carried 
out by this researcher only, according to the guidelines in 
Appendix A. 
3.4.7 Analysis 
The research design warranted a 2-way analysis of 
variance (ANOVA) to examine differences between and within 
groups on each of the dependent measures by Ll (3 or M) and 
by proficiency level (low, medium, or high). In addition, 
ANOVAs of several computed measures were a h 0  performed. 
To test Hypothesis (I), which compared 3 and M 
production of TCs, an ANOVA was performed with the depend- 
dent measures of 7a (NP-,0-W) and 7b (NP-NP-VP). Another 
related category was also included here, namely topicalized 
prepositional phrases (i.e., PP-NP-VP), which were coded 
"7bbn (as in Appendix A). 
Hypothesis (2) compared J and M production of heavy 
Subjects; this was tested with a qualitative comparison of 
J and M constructions in 7a (NP-3-W). Hypothesis ( 3 )  
predicted differences in 3 and M production of existentials 
with w. This was tested with an ANOVA of total. 
, existentials produced with m e ,  which was a computed 
measure based on the sum of existentials in 7c, 7d, 7e, 
7 '  (miscellaneous constructions; see Appendix A), and 
2cs, which were double-coded anyway as sentence-final 
locatives and existentials. 
Hypothesis ( 4 )  examined the production of extra- 
position, and this was tested with an ANOVA of that 
dependent measure. 
Hypothesis ( 5 )  predicted cross-linguistic differences 
in total production of dumy Subjects; this was addressed 
by computing total scores of the dependent measures of 
extraposition with j&, plus the computed score of total 
constructions used to test Hypothesis (3). Note, 
however, that for purposes of simplicity this analysis did 
not take into account cases other than extraposition in 
which the pronoun j& served as a dummy element. 
Hypothesis (6) compared J and M production of preposed 
locatives, and this was tested with an ANOVA of the 
dependent measures 2a and 2b (i.e., loc NP-,8-VP and loc NP- 
NP-VP) . 
Hypothesis (7) was tested by an ANOVA of the dependent 
measure of passives. 
To test Hypotheses (8) and (9), respectively, ANOVAs 
of the dependent measures of sentence-initial fi and 
clauses, separately and then combined, were performed. 
L a s t l y ,  and perhaps  most impor tan t ly ,  f o r  Hypothesis ( l o ) ,  an ANOVA was used t o  tes t .  t h e  s y n t a c t i c i z a t i o n  of 
s t r u c t u r e s  represen ted  i n  Ru the r fo rd ' s  model (namely, 2a > 
2b > 2c; and 7a  > 7b > 7c > 7d > 7e  > 7 f ) ,  and a l s o ,  those  
o t h e r  dependent measures whose produc t ion  was p r e d i c t e d  t o  
c o r r e l a t e  w i th  language p r o f i c i e n c y  (e.g., agreement, 
U/when c o n s t r u c t i o n s ,  dummy Sub jec t s ,  and p a s s i v e s )  . A 
c rude  form of i m p l i c a t i o n a l  s c a l i n g  was a l s o  performed by 
p l o t t i n g  t h e  means of t h e  same sets of dependent measures 
wi th  b a r c h a r t s  comparing produc t ion  on t h e  b a s i s  of 
p r o f i c i e n c y  l e v e l .  
The a c c e p t a b l e  l e v e l  of p r o b a b i l i t y  was s e t  a t  p  < -05 
f o r  a l l  hypotheses.  
CHAPTER I V  
RESULTS 
The f requency  s t a t i s t i c s  f o r  t h e  a n a l y s e s ,  which 
i n c l u d e  t h e  sums, means, and s t a n d a r d  d e v i a t i o n s  of t h e  
s c o r e s  f o r  each  dependent measure, broken down by L l  and 
p r o f i c i e n c y  l e v e l ,  a r e  d i sp l ayed  i n  Table  A i n  Appendix B. 
F igu re  4 . 1  c o n s i s t s  of a  s e r i e s  of  b a r c h a r t s  showing 
r e l a t i v e  f requency of p roduc t ion  of t h e  v a r i o u s  dependent 
measures i n  Hypotheses (1) t o  (91, which a r e  c l a s s i f i e d  
accord ing  t o  means f o r  J ve r sus  M. F i g u r e s  4.2 t o  4.11 
correspond t o  t h e  r e s u l t s  f o r  Hypothesis  (101, which d e a l s  
wi th  d i f f e r e n c e s  a c r o s s  p r o f i c i e n c y  l e v e l s  on a  number of 
dependent measures. F igu re s  4.12 and 4.13 d i s p l a y  d i f f e r -  
ences  i n  J and M p roduc t ion  of PRO-drop and s e r i a l  ve rbs ,  
which a r e  n o t  d i r e c t l y  addressed i n  Hypotheses (1) t o  (10). 
Below, t h e  r e s u l t s  a r e  r epo r t ed  i n  terms of t h e  t e n  
o r i g i n a l  hypotheses.  
4.1 Hypothesis  (1) : M l e a r n e r s  produce more TC 
c o n s t r u c t i o n s  t han  J. J 
Frequenc ies  of TCs i n  7a  and 7b ( s e e  Table  A, F igu re  
4.1) r e v e a l  t h a t  H produced almost  double  t h e  number of 7a  
TCs (NP-fl-VP) as J, wi th  group s u m s  of 21 v e r s u s  11, and 
means of 0.20 and 0.10, r e s p e c t i v e l y .  However, based on 
t h e  ANOVA f o r  t h i s  measure, t h i s  d i f f e r e n c e  is n o t  
s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  (F=2.22, df=1/204, n s )  . 
S i m i l a r l y ,  by t o t a l  counts ,  M produced more of  TC 7b (NP- 
NP-VP) t han  J, with  sums of 35 v e r s u s  28, and means of 0.33 
and 0.27, r e s p e c t i v e l y ,  bu t  t h i s  d i f f e r e n c e  was n o t  
s i g n i f i c a n t  (F=0.66, df=l/204,  n s )  . For TC 7bb (PP-NP-VP) 
a l s o ,  sums and means were M 26 and 0.25, J 1 4  and 0.13, b u t  
aga in  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  was n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t  (F=2.56, dÂ£=l/204 
n s ) ,  hence t h e  hypo thes i s  was no t  suppor ted.  
4.2 Hypothesis  ( 2 ) :  Among t h e  TCs r e f e r r e d  t o  i n  ( 1 1 ,  M 
a l s o  produce more s e n t e n t i a l  o r  "heavy S u b j e c t s n  t han  J. 
The r e s u l t s  of t h i s  a n a l y s i s  were t h a t  t h e r e  were 
r e l a t i v e l y  few' c a s e s  of s e n t e n t i a l  S u b j e c t s  of t h e  t ype  
d i s cus sed  by Rutherford  (1983): 7 f o r  M,  and 2  f o r  J,  wi th  
corresponding means of 0.06 and 0.02, r e s p e c t i v e l y .  Thus 
t h e r e  was a  c l e a r  t r end  f o r  more of  t h e s e  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  t o  
be produced by M t han  J, a s  hypothesized,  b u t  an  ANOVA on 
~ e - 7 a  TC-7b TC-7bb Heavy Dummy LOC-2a LOC-2b p a ~ ~ i v e s  g c n  
Subj [ t o t a l )  [ E x ~ K ~ )  SUbj 
H ( 1 )  H ( 2 )  H ( 3 )  H ( 4 )  H ( 5 )  H ( 6 )  H ( 7 )  11 ( 8 )  H ( 9 )  
was not performed, due to the low production 
4.3 Hypothesis (3 ) : M produce more existential 
constructions than J, marked with the non-referential 
element 
The results of this test were that M and J produced 
almost exactly the same number of existential constructions 
with the expletive w. Group sums for N and S, were 55 
and 53, respectively, and mean scores were 0.52 and 0.50. 
The differences were, therefore, not significant (FsO.03, 
df=1/204, ns), thus this hypothesis was not supported. 
5ubclassification of the different types of there 
constructions (see Table A) revealed that M tended to 
produce more of 7c and 7d, and J more of 7e and 7 ' ,  but 
none of the trends were significant. 
4.4 Hypothesis (4) : J produce more extraposition 
constructions (marked with non-referential .&) than M. 
By total frequencies, J produced more extraposition 
than M (sums were 61 and 44, and means were 0.58 and 0.42, 
respectively), but this difference was not significant 
(F=2.53, dÂ£=1/204 ns). This hypothesis was not supported. 
4.5 Hypothesis (5): The combined total of dummy Subjects (a and u)is'greater for J than M. 
J produced on the whole more expletives than M (group 
sums were 114 and 99, and means were 1-09 and 0.941 
respectively), but again, this difference was not signifi- 
cant (F=2.53, df=l/204, ns); therefore, the hypothesis was 
not supported. 
4.6 Hypothesis (6): J produce more sentence-initial 
locative constructions, with or without the existential 
than M. 
This hypothesis was tested with ANOVAs of 2a and 2b 
scores. The results showed that for 2a, the group sums 
were very low: 3 for J and 4 for M, means 0.03 and 0.04, 
respectively, and this difference was not significant 
(F=O.ll, df=1/204, ns). For 2b1 although the total 
frequencies were greater, 43 for J and 39 for M, with mean 
scores of 0.41 and 0.37, respectively, again the difference 
e two groups was not significant (F=0.15, 
s). Even including scores for 2c, as a score 
catives in Rutherford's model (Table 2.2) , the 
57 for J and 54 for M (means 0.54 and 0.51, 
respectively), and this was not a significant difference 
across Ll groups (F=0.15, df=1/204, ns). In short, 
Hypothesis (6) was not supported. 
4.1 Hypothesis (7): J produce more 'truen 
M. < 
The results of this test revealed that J produced a 
total of 145 passives, compared with 89 for M (means were 
1.38 and 0.85, respectively), and this difference was 
highly significant ('?=8-95, df=1/204, p < .005) as shown in 
Table 4.1 below. Thus this hypothesis was supported with a 
significant main effect for Ll in passive production. 
There was also a significant effect for proficiency and a 
2-way interaction of passive with proficiency, but this 
will be reported under the heading of Hypothesis (10). 
&NOVA of -t a passives ky !hs 
Independent Variables & & Proficiency 1PROF) 
Source of Sum of Degrees of Mean F Level of 
Variation Squares Freedom Square Significance 
............................................................. 
Main Effects 29.11 3 9 -70 5.81 0.00 **** 
Ll 14.93 1 14.93 8.95 0.00 *** 
PROF 14.17 2 7.09 4.25 0.02 * 
2-Way 
Interactions 13 -75- 2 6.88 4.12 0.02 * 
Ll x PROF 13.75 2 6.88 4.12 0.02 * 
Explained 42.86 5 8.57 5.14 0.00 **** 
Residual 340.40 2 04 1.67 
4.8 Hypothesis (8): J produce more sentence-initial Z 
constructions than M. 
Total frequencies for the production of preposed iâ 
clauses were 52 for J and 41 for M, with mean scores of 
0.50 and 0.39, respectively. This difference was not 
significant (F=0.96, df=1/204, ns); therefore, the 
hypothesis was not supported. 
4.9 Hypothesis (9): J produce more constructions at 
the beginning of sentences than M. 
The total scores for this measure were very close 
across groups, J 29 and M 26, with corresponding means of 
0.28 and 0.25. This difference was not significant 
(F=0.14, df=1/204, ns), thus the hypothesis 'was not sup- 
ported. Similarly, the combined total of scores for j,.f and 
from Hypotheses (8) and (9) revealed that while. J 
tended to produce more constructions of the said type than 
M (sums were 81 and 67, and means 0.77 and 0.64, for J 
and M respectively), again the difference was not signifi- 
cant (F=l.ll, df=1/204, ns) . 
4.10 Hypothesis (10): There are differences in the 
effects of Tp, e.g., the amount of TCs, based on L2 
proficiency. Thus,. as learners syntacticize their 
constructions, they consequently produce fewer construc- 
tions at the lowest levels of Rutherford's model, fewer 
other constructions with the same discourse function (e.g., 
conditionals), and more Subject-verb agreement. 
The discussion of results for this hypothesis will be 
ordered according to the list of measures in Appendix A and 
Appendix B (Table A), beginning with the syntacticization 
of locatives (see Rutherford's prediction in Table 2.2). 
Since Ll was not found to have a significant effect in most 
of the hypotheses above, in presenting the results for 
Hypothesis (lo), the scores of J and M groups are pooled 
unless indicated otherwise. 
4.10.1 Locatives (2a > 2b > 2c) 
It was predicted that the development of existentials 
out of locatives, claimed to be characteristic of J 
learners' ESL, would (roughly) follow a three-step 
progression: (i) locative NP + predicate (2a); 
(ii) locative prepositional phrase with Subject NP or non- 
referential pronoun (2b); and lastly, (iii) 
existential sentence introduced by there with a sentence- 
final locative prepositional phrase (2c). This 
developmental trend was predicted to be more typical of J 
data than M (see Hypothesis 6 ) ~  but alsoI it was expected 
to correlate with the proficiency level of learners in a 
cross-sectional design. Proficiency levels will be 
referred to as low (1) I medium (2) I and high ( 3 )  in the 
discussion which follows. 
. 
In Figure 4.21 the results of production frequencies 
are charted out along the horizontal axis, which is 
intended to represent the hypothesized developmental order 
from left to rightI as a kind of implicational scale. (Note 
that 2bb is also includedI namely + temporal + N P / w  
VPI since it figured prominently in the analyses of Curran 
1984 and Duff 1984). 
The interpretation of this figure is that at the 
lowest developmental stageI the 2a structures are produced 
by level 1 and 2 learners (although the means are very low 
for both)# and they are not at all produced by level 3 
learnersI as predicted. This finding is not significantI 
however (F=1.481 df=2/204# n ~ ) ~  due probably to the low 
production frequency. 
For 2br the cross-proficiency production pattern 
depicted in Figure 4.2 for 2a is reversed (although the low 
frequency of production in 2a must again be taken ,into 
c~nsideration)~ with levels 1 and J displaying higher mean 
scores ,than level 2 (identical for the computed total of 
preposed adverbials 2b and 2bbI moreover). The difference 
across proficiency levels is not significant (F=l.OOI 
df=2/2041 nsII and neither is the scaling pointed in the 
correct directionI withI sayI a higher mean for level 2 
than levels 3 or 1. 
Lastly along the developmental scaleI for 2c the 
scaling of means by proficiency levels is opposite that 
expectedI since level 3 learners should produce more 2cs 
than learners at either level 1 or 2. The differences 
which do exist are not significant regardless of direction 
(F=1.681 df=2/2041 ns) . This prediction is thus not borne 
out. As a final note concerning the results for locativesI 
an examination of Table A shows that the breakdown by 
proficiency for J aloneI which might seem to be a more 
sensible analysis of the locative data, does not provide 
any more support for the hypothesis than the combined J and 
M totals. 
LOW MED H I G H  
l e v e l  1 )  = TOEFL 450-499 -. 
l e v e l  2)  = TOEFL 500- 549 
l e v e l  3 )  = TOEFL 550- 599 
w & m -  uLL2Lm 
Classified D e p e n d e n t  M e a s u r e  & P r o f i c i e n c v  Level  
LOC 2a LOC 2b (LOC 2b + 
TEMP 2bb) 
LOC 2c 
4.10.2 Jf/Whea Clauses  
Turning nex t  t o  t h e  r e s u l t s  f o r  p toduc t ion  of 
s e n t e n c e- i n i t i a l  fi and xkn c l a  i g u r e  4.3 d i s p l a y s  
t h e  means by p r o f i c i e n c y  l e v e l  f o r  each, , a l though  t h e  two 
s t r u c t u r e s  a r e  no t  meant t o  be l i n k e d  t o  each o t h e r  i n  any 
developmental way. The hypothesized p a t t e r n  is t h a t  lower 
l e v e l  l e a r n e r s  produce more fi and c l a u s e s  than more 
advanced l e a r n e r s ,  because,  i t  was argued i n  Chapter 11, 
t h e  s t r u c t u r e s  a r e  used t o  s e r v e  p a r t l y  pragmatic func- 
t i o n s ,  such a s  t o p i c a l i z a t i o n .  Not ice ,  however, t h a t  t h i s  
a n a l y s i s  obscures  any a u a l i t a t i v e  d i f f e r e n c e s  t h e r e  might 
be i n  t h e  dm s t r u c t u r e s  produced (any i n t e r e s t i n g  
q u a l i t a t i v e  d i f f e r e n c e s  w i l l  be r epo r t ed  i n  t h e  Discuss ion 
chap te r  below). A s  F igu re  4.3 i n d i c a t e s ,  t h e  g e n e r a l  
developmental p rogress ion  wi th in  each measure is essen-  
t i a l l y  upheld,  e s p e c i a l l y  between l e v e l s  2 and 3, as t h e  
product ion means decrease  i n v e r s e l y  wi th  l e v e l  of 
p ro f i c i ency .  These t r e n d s  a r e  n o t ,  however, s t a t i s t i c a l l y  
s i g n i f i c a n t  ( f o r  j& F=1.50, df=2/204, ns: f o r  m, 
F=0.75, df=2/204, ns )  . Therefore ,  t h e  hypothesized 
d i f f e r e n c e  is n o t  supported.  
s c o r e s  
C l a s s i f i e d  & D e ~ ~ n d e n t  Measure p r o f l m  . . LaSd 
p r o f i c i e n c y  
y S u b j e c t s  
t h e  r e s u l t s  f o r  t h e  p roduc t ion  of e x t r a p o s i t i o n  
d  t o t a l  product ion of e x p l e t i v e s  (a and t h e r e )  
r t e d .  The p r e d i c t i o n  was t h a t  t h e r e  would bef  
i n  g e n e r a l f  g r e a t e r  product ion of e x t r a p o s i t i o n  and dummy 
S u b j e c t s  wi th  i nc reas ing  l e v e l  of p rof ic i ' encyI  p r i m a r i l y  
because n e i t h e r  L l  has  e x p l e t i v e s f  b u t  a l s o  because they 
involve  a  r a t h e r  s o p h i s t i c a t e d  l e v e l  and range of Engl ish  
syntax.  The XL r o l e  of e x t r a p o s i t i o n  and dummy Sub jec t s  
w a s  addressed i n  p rev ious  c h a p t e r s f  thoughI and t h e r e  was 
p r e d i c t  some produc t ion  a t  e a r l i e r  l e v e l s I  
n  J da t a .  Howeverf p roduc t ion  was no t  a n t i c i -  
e g r e a t e r  a t  lower l e v e l s  t han  a t  h igher  ones. 
t h e  means p l o t t e d  i n  F igu re  4.4 ( a l s o  found i n  
Table  A ) ,  t h e r e  is a  s l i g h t  tendency f o r  l e v e l  2  t o  produce 
( p o s s i b l y  noverproducen)  t h e  s t r u c t u r e s f  r e l a t i v e  t o  t h e i r  
c o u n t e r p a r t s  a t  l e v e l s  1 and 3 .  Furthermoref  t h e r e  is a  
s l i g h t  t r e n d  f o r  l e v e l  3  l e a r n e r s  t o  have h igher  means than 
t h o s e  a t  l e v e l  1. The ana lyses  r evea l ed I  howeverI t h a t  
t h e r e  was s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e ~ e n c e  a c r o s s  p r o f i c i e n c y  
r a p o s i t i o n f  F=Oo34# dÂ£=2/204 ns ;  f o r  t o t a l  
F=l  . I 4  dÂ£=2/2O n s )  . Therefore#  t h e  
hypothesized d i f f e r e n c e  between l e v e l s  3 and l I  i n  p a r t i -  
c u l a r #  was no t  supported.  
Beans d E x t r a P O W  . . a J l d m m l J l y ~ -  
ifj& & DeD C l a s s  endent Measure ax4 W c l e n c y  L e Y d  
1 .40 - 1  
I 
I 
1.20 - 1  1.16 
E x t r a p o s i t i o n  
' (With &) 
Dumy S u b j e c t s  (a and -1 
4.10.4 P a s s i v e s  
The mean f r equenc ie s  f o r  p a s s i v e s  are d i sp l ayed  i n  
F igu re  4.5,  broken down by L l  and p r o f i c i e n c y  l e v e l ,  due t o  
t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n  e f f e c t  of t h e s e  v a r i a b l e s .  A s  wi th  ex t r a-  
p o s i t i o n  and o v e r a l l  e x p l e t i v e  produc t ion ,  t h e  hypothesized 
developmental  t r e n d  was f o r  a  g e n e r a l  c o r r e l a t i o n  of 
p roduc t ion  w i t h  p r o f i c i e n c y  level,  wi th  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  f o r  
some (IL) overproduct ion a t  l e v e l  2. Indeed, t h e  a n a l y s i s  
f o r  p a s s i v e s  produced t h e  s t r o n g e s t  set  of r e s u l t s  of a l l  
t h e  t e s t s .  
J Pass ive s  M Pass ive s  
By Pro f i c i ency  Level  
From Figure 4 . 5 #  the  d i f f e r e n c e  in production across  
p r o f i c i e n c y  l e v e l s  i s  obvious,  and furthermorel it fo l lows  
t h e  predic ted  d i r e c t i o n .  (Note, howeverl t h a t  the  break- 
down f o r  M i n  Table A shows t h a t  a t  l e v e l  3 ,  they do not 
produce a s  many p a s s i v e s  a s  they  do a t  l e v e l  2 . )  
The ANOVA results in Table 4.1 above show that there 
is a significant main effect for proficiency level (F=4.25, 
dÂ£=2/204 p < -05)' and that the 2-way interaction effect 
of Ll (recall Hypothesis 7) and proficiency level was also 
significant (F=4.12, df=2/204, p < .05), Thus, of the 
structures analyzed up to this point in the present study, 
passives exhibit the strongest differentiation for Ll and 
proficiency level. 
A post hoc multiple-range comparison of the 
significant finding for passives across proficiency levels 
was conducted using Tukey's Honest Significant Differences 
Procedure. This additional test reveals the true source of 
the significant difference: whether between levels 1 and 
2, 2 and 3, or 1 and 3. The Tukey test was performed 
separately for J and M, due to the interaction effect of Ll 
and proficiency. The results for J production of passives, 
shown below in Table 4.2, indicate that the high profi- 
ciency group ( 3 )  proved to be significantly different from 
both the low level group (1) and the medium level group (2) 
at the 0.05 level; but differences between levels 1 and 2 
were not significant. 
&.&t Passive Production 
ASXQSS Proficiency Levels 
The differences in passive production across 
proficiency levels for M, however, were not significant 
(F=0.45, df=2/204, ns). This is shown below in Table 4.3. 
p a s s i v e  Produc t ion  
p r o f i c i e n c y  L e v e l s  
4.10.5 TCs and E x i s t e n t i a l s  (7a > 7 f )  
The nex t  s e t  of s t r u c t u r e s  t h a t  were analyzed inc lude  
those  o r i g i n a l l y  d i scus sed  by Ruther ford  (1983) i n  Table 
2.1 (Sec t ion  2.3.7.5). The s e r i e s  of i n i t i a l l y  pre-  
s y n t a c t i c i z e d  TCs which g i v e  way t o  e x i s t e n t i a l s  wi th  
and l a t e r  s y n t a c t i c i z e d  Sub jec t s ,  such a s  geruhds and 
i n f i n i t i v e s ,  is  proposed a s  a  developmental  sequence f o r  M 
i n  p a r t i c u l a r .  The ANOVAs of p roduc t ion  of each of t h e  
s t r u c t u r e s  w i l l  be  r epo r t ed  here ,  w i t h  emphasis on t h e  
e f f e c t  of  p r o f i c i e n c y .  The b a r c h a r t  i n  F igu re  4.6 is 
intended t o  show n o t  on ly  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  p roduc t ion  based 
on r e l a t i v e  p r o f i c i e n c y  f o r  each measure, bu t  a l s o ,  how t h e  
i n t e r r e l a t e d  measures can be s c a l e d  (from l e f t  t o  r i g h t )  
from lowes t  t o  h ighes t  l e v e l  of p r o f i c i e n c y ,  a s  an o v e r a l l  
index of s y n t a c t i c i z a t i o n .  Also p l o t t e d  on t h e  c h a r t  i n  
F igure  4.6 a r e  t h e  measures of pe rcen tage  of Subject- verb 
agreement. Leftmost on t h e  h o r i z o n t a l  a x i s  is percen tage  
of t o t a l  p roduc t ion  of f i n i t e  verbs  ( p r e s e n t  t e n s e )  wi thout  
agreement, which is expected t o  have h ighe r  means f o r  l e v e l  
1 than  l e v e l  3. A t  t h e  oppos i t e  end of t h e  s c a l e ,  i .e . ,  a t  
t h e  p o l e  of opt imal  s y n t a c t i c i z a t i o n  of Topic/Subject ,  
t h e r e  is, converse ly ,  a higher  pe rcen tage  of Subject- verb 
agreement expected f o r  l e v e l  3 than  f o r  l e v e l  1. 
1 2 3  
proficiency l eve l  
. 
6V agr. w i t h  SV agr. 
e a s u r e s  7a  t o  7 f ,  accord ing  t o  Ru the r fo rd ' s  
r e  should be  a p r o g r e s s i v e  i n c r e a s e  i n  p roduc t ion  
f o r  l e v e l  3 r e l a t i v e  t o  l e v e l s  2 and 1 t h e  f u r t h e r  t o  t h e  
r i g h t  one proceeds  along t h e  h o r i z o n t a l  (developmental)  
ax i s .  That is t o  say  t h a t  it is p r e d i c t e d  t h a t  a t  7a, 
l e v e l  1 means a r e  h i g h e ~  than t h o s e  of l e v e l s  2 and 3 ,  and 
converse ly ,  a t  7 f ,  t h e  hypothesized t r e n d  is f o r  l e v e l  3 t o  
produce more s t r u c t u r e s  than l e v e l s  2 o r  1. T h i s  p red ic-  
t i o n  is  conceptua l ized  i n  F igure  4.7 below. 
- 
x 
AGR 3 7a  7b 7c 7d 7e  7f AGR 1 
The r e s u l t s  a s  cha r t ed  out  i n  F igu re  4.6, and broken 
down i n  Table  A (Appendix B), r e v e a l  t h a t  t h e  hypothesized 
within-measure d i f f e r e n c e s  were, g e n e r a l l y  speaking,  
r e f l e c t e d  i n  means f o r  % AGR 3 ,  7a ,  7c, 7e,  7 f ,  and % AGR 
1. Those r e f l e c t i n g  d i f f e r e n t  t r e n d s  were 7b (and 7bb) ,  i n  
which t h e r e  was a p e r s i s t e n c e  of TCs even a t  l e v e l  3 
(which, however, was a f a i r l y  w e l l  mot ivated and p r e d i c t-  
a b l e  c a n d i d a t e  f o r  d i s cou r se- syn tac t i c  t r a n s f e r ,  according 
t o  t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  i n  Chapter 11); 7d and 7 '  a l s o  
e x h i b i t e d  p a t t e r n s  a c r o s s  p ro f i cency  l e v e l s  t h a t  were 
s l i g h t l y  d i f f e r e n t  from those  expected.  
An i n t e r e s t i n g  obse rva t ion  is t h a t  between 7 c  and 7d 
t h e r e  appears  t o  be  a  s h i f t  o r  p i v o t  from which p o i n t  
h igher  l e v e l  p r o f i c i e n c y  l e a r n e r s  begin t o  produce more of 
t h e  s t r u c t u r e s  t o  t h e  r i g h t  than lower l e v e l  ones. I n  
o t h e r  words? up u n t i l  7c  t h e r e  is a  g e n e r a l  tendency f o r  
g r e a t e r  p roduc t ion  t o  fo l low t h e  o r d e r  of p r o f i c i e n c y  
( l e v e l )  : 1 > 2 > 3 .  But from 7d onward? t h e r e  is a 
p r e d i c t e d  s h i f t  i n  t h e  o r d e r ?  which becomes: 3 > 2 > 1 .  
Another p o i n t  t o  be  r a i s e d  i n  connect ion w i t h  t h i s  is 
t h a t  a t  about t h i s  h y p o t h e t i c a l  p i v o t a l  p o i n t ?  a construc-  
t i o n  t h a t  Rutherford claimed would n o t  be  producedf i . e o f  
s en t ences  l i k e ?  "There a r e  many people  t hev  work t o o  ha rd?"  
w i t h  t h e  inc luded  pronoun they?  a c t u a l l y  occur red  i n  t h e  M 
d a t a .  Caution must be exe rc i sed  i n  drawing g r e a t  i n f e r-  
ences  from t h e s e  d i r e c t i o n a l  t r e n d s  howeverf s i n c e  means 
f o r  7c-7e i n d i c a t e  t h a t  ve ry  few of t h e s e  s t r u c t u r e s  were 
a c t u a l l y  produced: a  grand t o t a l  of 8 f '  l o f  and 1 4 ?  
r e s p e c t i v e l y f  ou t  of a t o t a l  of 2520 T- units  ( i . e o ,  210  
s u b j e c t s  x  12  T- uni ts  each I f  t h e  sum of which r e p r e s e n t s  
on ly  1% of t h e  t o t a l  corpus. 
is t o  be  no ted  t h a t  R u t h e r f o r d 8s  model does not  
ha a ca t ego ry  f o r ~ m i s c e l l a n e o u s  e x i s t e n t i a l s  w i t h  t h e r e ?  
s u  as 7 '  i n  t h e  p r e s e n t  a n a l y s i s ;  nor  has  Rutherford 
i n  t e d  t h a t  TCs a t  Atage 7b should be  broken down a s  NPs (7b) as d i s t i n c t  from PPs (7bb)?  bu t  t h i s  was done t o  be 
c o n s e r v a t i v e  about t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of t h e  Topic "NP" a t  
s t a g e  (ii) i n  Table  2.14 
I n d i v i d u a l  ANOVAs f o r  each of t h e  dependent measures 
p l o t t e d  i n  F igu re  4.6 d i d  n o t  y i e l d  s i g n i f i c a n t  r e s u l t s  f o r  
any of them ( d i s r e g a r d i n g  t h e  two measures of Subject- verb 
agreement f o r  t h e  t i m e  be ing) .  T h e  only  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  
s i g n i f i c a n t  r e s u l t  was t h a t  M on t h e  whole produced more 
s t r u c t u r e s  of t h e  kind i n  7  than J f  as determined by an 
ANOVA of t h e  computed sum of 7a through 7 f f  which was not  
addressed  i n  Hypotheses (1) through ( 9 )  ( s e e  Table  4.4; 
F ~ 4 . 4 2 ~  df=l /204f  p  < .05).  A summary of t h e  (non- 
s i g n i f i c a n t )  r e s u l t s  of t h e  ANOVAs f o r  a main e f f e c t  of 
p r o f i c i e n c y  l e v e l  on each of t h e s e  dependent measures 
fo l lows  i n  Table  4*5. 
S o u r c e  o f  Sum of  Degrees o f  Mean F L e v e l  o f  
V a r i a t i o n  S q u a r e s  Freedom S q u a r e  S i g n i f i c a n c e  
............................................................ 
Main E f f e c t s  7.65 3 2.55 1.64 0.18 
L l  6.88 1 6.88 4.42 0.04 * 
PROF 0.77 2 0.39 0.25 0.7 8 
2-way 
In te r  0 .70  2 0.35 0.22 0 .80  
L l  X PROF 0.70 2 0.35 0.22 0.80 
Exp la ined  8.34 5 1.67 1.07 0.38 
R e s i d u a l  317.49 204 1.56 
BeSUltS QÂ ANOVA8 Measures 7a-7I 
Measure F d f  S i g n i f .  
.............................................. 
7 a  1.08 21204 n s  
.............................................. 
7 b  1.09 21204 n s  
.............................................. 
7bb 0.12 21204 n s  
.............................................. 
7b+7bb 2.40 21204 n s 
.............................................. 
7 c  0.41 21204 n s  
.............................................. 
7 d 0.45 21204 n s  
.............................................. 
7 e  1.06 21204 n s  
.............................................. 
7 f  1.44 21204 n s  
.............................................. 
7 '  1.37 2 1  2 04 n s  
.............................................. 
T o t a l  1 .05 21204 n s  
-Aw------------------------------------------- 
The hypo thes i s  isf t h e r e f o r e f  n o t  suppor ted  w i t h  a 
a u a n t i t a t i v e  a n a l y s i s .  Looking a c r o s s  t h e  d r a f t e d  s c a l e  i n  
F igu re  4.Gf howeverf t h e r e  appears  t o  be  a g r a d u a l  tendency 
toward s y n t a c t i c i ~ a t i o n ~  a l though  t h e r e  a r e  a l s o  some 
i n c o n s i s t e n c i e s .  For examplef a t  t h e  same t i m e  t h a t  l e v e l  
3 l e a r n e r s  a r e  producing roughly t a r g e t l i k e  r e l a t i v e  
c l a u s e s  i n  e x i s t e n t i a l s  i n  7 e  (mean=0.09)f t h e y  produce t h e  
same f requency  (by mean s c o r e s )  of 7aNs;  on t h e  o t h e r  handf 
t hey  produce fewer tokens  of t h e  7 a  t y p e  than  l e v e l  1 o r  2 
l e a r n e r s .  
4.10.6 Subject-Verb Agreement 
Turning t o  t h e  a n a l y s i s  of Subject- verb agreementf 
t h r e e  c a t e g o r i e s  were e s t ab l i shed :  AGR 1 r e f e r s  t o  f i n i t e  
ve rbs  i n  t h e  p r e s e n t  t e n s e  wi thout  agreement; AGR 2 is  an 
i n t e r m e d i a t e  ( o r  I L )  ca t ego ry  c r e a t e d  p r i m a r i l y  t o  account  
f o r  c a s e s  i n  which t h e  verb  was marked f o r  agreement, bu t  
t h e  q u a n t i f i e d  N P  d i d  no t  bear  a p l u r a l  morpheme: e.g., my 
fou r  b r o t h e r  have; aon th  a r e  3 Jona t ime; AGR 3 r e f e r s  
t o  c l e a r  c a s e s  of Subject- verb agreement. . The a n a l y s i s  of 
agreement took two forms. F i r s t f  based on raw f r e q u e n c i e s f  
ANOVAs were performedf and t h e  r e s u l t s  of  these a r e  
p re sen ted  i n  F igu re  4.8 according t o  means compared a c r o s s  
p r o f i c i e n c y  l e v e l s  ( s e e  a l s o  Table  Af  Appendix B f o r  a 
breakdown of f requency s t a t i s t i c s ) .  A s  was no ted  abovef 
t h e  t r e n d  fo l lows  t h e  p r e d i c t i o n  t h a t  t h e  h igher  t h e  
p r o f i c i e n c y ,  t h e  g r e a t e r  t h e  Subject- verb agreement. The 
oppos i t e  is a l s o  t r u e ;  namelyf t h e  lower t h e  p r o f i c i e n c y f  
t h e  lower t h e  agreement ( o r  t h e  h igher  t h e  l a c k  of agree-  
ment).  The d i f f e r e n c e s  c h a r t e d  o u t  i n  F i g u r e  4.8 a r e  
s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  f o r  L l f  bu t  n o t  p r o f i c i e n c y f  i n  
terms of o v e r a l l  f r equenc ie s  f o r  AGR 3 on ly  ( l a c k  of 
agreement) .  This  f i n d i n g  f o r  an Ll main effect is 
p re sen ted  i n  Table  4.6 (F=4.6Gf d f = l / 2 0 4 ~  p < .05). I n  
F igu re  4.gf mean f r equenc ie s  f o r  AGR 3 a r e  p l o t t e d  by L l  
and p r o f i c i e n c y .  For AGR 1 and AGR 2 t h e  r e s u l t s  were no t  
s i g n i f i c a n t  (F=2.86# and F=l.5gf r e s p e c t i v e l y ,  dÂ£=2/204 
ns )  . 
=A & D e ~ e n d e n t  M e a s u ~ e  & sd k V  Agreement 
(AGR3) & & b d e ~ e n d e n t  V a r i a b l e s  ~f L l  and P r o f i c i e n c y  
S o u r c e  of Sum o f  Degrees  Of Mean . F L e v e l  o f  
Var ia t i  S q u a r e s  Freedom S q u a r e  S i g n i f i c a n c e  
------- ............................................... 
Main Ef 13.83 3 4.61 3.48 0.02 
L l  6.17 1 6.17 4.66 0.03 * 
PROF 7.66 2  3.83 2.89 0.06 
2-Way 
I n t e r a c t i o n s  5 - 4 9  2  2.74 2.07 0.13 
L l x P R O F  5.49 2  2.74 2.07 0.13 
E x p l a i n e d  19 .31  5  3.86 2.92 0.01 
R e s i d u a l  269.94 2  04 1 .32  
&sLs Qf s u b i e c t  Verb bar - e e m ~ n t  S c o r e s  
C l a s s i f i e d  & Dependent Measure a P r o f ~ c l e n c y  . . LaEl  
AGR 3 AGR 2 
without with I L  
AGR 1 
with 




J I M  
AGR 3 
( c a s e s  without ( case s  without ( c a s e s  without 
agreement) agreement ) agreement ) 
A more meaningful treatment o f  Subject-verb agreement 
c a l c u l a t e s  t h e  r a t e  of agreement ( e . g . ,  percentage) in  
terms of  the  production of AGR 1, AGR 2 ,  and AGR 3 divided 
by the  sum of  p o s s i b l e  contexts  f o r  agreement. This is 
shown i n  Figure 4.10. 
BEUE d Percen taae  , % & !  - 
C l a s s i k d  by Dependent Meas= & w c i e n c y  
% AGR 3 % AGR 2 
wi thout  w i th  I L  
agreement agreement 
% .AGR 1 
with 
agreement 
I n  o r d e r  t o  perform ANOVAs on t h e  ra te  of Subject- verb 
agreement, t h e  r a t i o s  f o r  AGR lf AGR 2,  and AGR 3 were 
conver ted  by an Arc S in  t r ans fo rma t ion ,  and t h i s  guarded 
a g a i n s t  a n a l y s e s  based on a r t i f i c i a l l y  i n f l a t e d  means. The 
r e s u l t s  of  t h e  ANOVAs of agreement revea led  t h a t  whi le  a l l  
groups were producing very  high l e v e l s  of  agreement (AGR 
l), upwards of 86% ( s e e  Table  A, Appendix B), t h e r e  was 
s t i l l  a s i g n i f i c a n t  main e f f e c t  f o r  L l ,  bu t  n o t  f o r  p r o f i-  
c i ency  ( f o r  L l f  F=4.93, df=1/204, p < -05;  f o r  p r o f i c i e n c y  
l e v e l f  F=2.61, df=1/204, p < .05).  The ANOVA r e s u l t s  f o r  
t h i s  measures are presen ted  i n  Table  4.7, and t h e  L l  
d i f f e r e n c e  is  shown i n  F igure  4.11, i n  terms of a 
percen tage  r a t i o -  
m 0 V A  og &,& subiect-Verb Aareement .&GB l,L 
& Indewendent Variables Ll and Profici~ncy (PROF) 
Source of Sum of Degrees of Mean F Level of 
Variation Squares Freedom Square Significance 
............................................................ 
Main Effects 0.96 3 0.32 3.38 0.02 * 
Ll 0.47 1 0.47 4.93 0.03 * 
PROF 0.50 2 0.25 2.61 0.08 
2-Way 
Interactio .I3 2 0.06 0.67 0.51 
Ll x PROF 0.13 , 2 0.06 0.67 0.51 
Explained 1.09 5 0.22 2.30 0.05 * 
Residual 19.34 2 04 0.10 
Beans oi pe rcen taae  subiect-Ve& Aareement 
-M Class- & D e ~ e n d e n t  Measure & Ll 
% AGR 3 
wi thout  
agreement 
% AGR 1 
wi th  
agreement 
> 
measures of s y n t a c t i c i z a t i o n  
A n  ANOVA of t h e  r a t e  of lack of agreement a l s o  y i e l d e d  
s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  r e s u l t s I  bu t  aga in I  on ly  f o r  L l  
(F=6.96, df=1/2041 p < -01; f o r  p r o f i c i e n c y I  F=2.74# 
df=2/2041 n s ) ,  a s  shown i n  Table 4.8 and F igu re  4.11. I n  
s h o r t I  J e x h i b i t  a  h igher  r a t e  of Subject- verb agreement 
than M I  r e g a r d l e s s  of p r o f i c i e n c y ,  a l though  t h e  t r e n d  is 
f o r  an a s s o c i a t i o n  of h igher  Subject- verb agreement wi th  
i nc reas ing  p ro f i c i ency .  
ANOVA ~ ~e R a t e  of sack of Sub iec t -Verb  Aqreement a 
& & I n d e ~ e n d e n t  V a r i a b l e s  & Id a~ld P r o f i c i e n c v  
S o u r c e  o f  Sum of  Degrees  of  Mean F L e v e l  of  
V a r i a t i o n  S q u a r e s  Freedom S q u a r e  S i g n i f i c a n c e  
............................................................. 
Nain E f f e c t s  0.16 3  0.05 4.14 0.00 ** 
L l  0.09 1 0.09 6.96 0.00 ** 
PROF 0.07 2  0.04 2.74 0.07 
I n t e r a c t i o  2  0.01 0.99 0.37 
2  0.01 0.99 0.37 
E x p l a i n e d  0.19 5  0.04 2.88 0.02 * 
4.10.7 PRO-Drop and S e r i a l  Verbs  
The l a s t  set o f  tes ts  t o  b e  r e p o r t e d  i n v o l v e  PRO-drop 
(PD) and se r ia l  v e r b s ,  which do  n o t  f a l l  w i t h i n  t h e  s c o p e  
..-of t h e  above t e n  hypo theses .  Both  measures  h y p o t h e t i c a l l y  
o c c u r  i n  M d a t a  more t h a n  i n  J d a t a  ( p o s s i b l y  due  t o  t h e  
g r e a t e r  Tp o f  M; see Chap te r  I I ) ,  and s h o u l d  c o r r e l a t e  t o  
some e x t e n t  w i t h  p r o f i c i e n c y  l e v e l  (as  i n  n i l l e s  1985, 
Whi te  1984,  1 9 8 5 ) .  F r e q u e n c i e s  f o r  e a c h  a r e  shown i n  T a b l e  
A: sums and means of  PD f o r  M and  J, r e s p e c t i v e l y ,  are 44 
and  1 4 ,  or  0.A2 and 0.13. T h i s  p a t t e r n  is shown i n  F i g u r e  
4.12 below. 
S e r i a l  Verbs PRO-D r op 
An ANOVA determined t h a t  there  was a s i g n i f i c a n t  main 
e f f e c t  f o r  L l  (F=6.85, df=1/204, p < . O l ) I  a s  presented in  
Table 4 .9 .  The e f f e c t  f or  pro f i c i ency  (means o f  which are 
p l o t t e d  i n  Figure 4.13) was not s i g n i f i c a n t I  however 
( F = l .  20, df=2/204, ns )  . 
a Dependent M e a s u ~  Qf PRO - Drop 
ky Lhe I n d e n e n d m  U a P r o f l c l e n c y  . . LWQEl 
Source of  Sum of Degrees of Mean F Level  of 
V a r i a t i o n  Squares  Freedom Square  S i g n i f i c a n c e  
............................................................ 
Main E f f e c t s  5.78 3 1.93 3 -08 0.03 * 
Ll 4.29 1 4.2 6.85 0.01 ** 
PROF 1 -50  2 0.7 1.20 0.31 
2-Way 
I n t e r a c t i o n s  0.60 2  0.30 0.48 0.62 
L l  x PROF 0.60 2  0.30 0.48 0.62 
Explained 6.38 5 1.28 2.04 0.07 
Res idua l  127.60 2  04 0.63 
& Z i M  Qf PRO - D r O D  &---- 
C l a s s i f i e d  ky D e ~ e n d e n t  Measure P r o f i c i e n c y  L m  
- I  
I 
I 
- I  I-- I 
I 1 2  3  
I p r o f i c i e n c y  l e v e l  
- I  
I 
I 











PRO-D r  op S e r i a l  Verbs 
Finally, the analysis of total production of serial 
verbs revealed the same main effects as reported for PD: 
namely, there was a significant main effect for Ll (F=7.01, 
df=1/204, p < .Ol), but not for proficiency (F=1.15, 
dÂ£=2/204 ns) ; see Figures 4.12 and 4.13, and Table 4.10. 
ANOVA De~endent Measure ~f Total Serial Verbs 
Inde~endent Variables a a Proficiency JPROF) 
Source of Sum of Degrees of Mean F Level of 
Variation Squares Freedom Square Significance 
............................................................ 
Main Effects 1.42 3 0.48 3.10 0.03 * 
Ll 1.07 1 1.07 7.01 0.00 ** 
PROF 0.35 2 0.18 1.15 0.32 
2-Way 
Interactions 0.37 2 0.19 1.21. 0.30 
Ll x PROF 0.37 2 0.19 1-21 0.30 
Explained 1-80 5 0.36 2.35 0.04 * 
Residual 31.2Q 204 0.15 
4.11 Summary of Results 
From the foregoing report of tests performed on the 
data, the analyses with significant results will be briefly 
summarized below (see also Table 4.11). Then, in the 
following chapter, the results (both significant and 
non-significant) will be discussed more fully, especially 
in terms of trends which emerged in the analyses. In most 
cases, these trends were consistent with the hypotheses, 
but they were not statistically significant; possible 
explanations for these results will also be offered. 
The statistically significant differences across 
groups in the production of specific structures analyzed 
were as follows: (1) passives (main effects for Ll and 
proficiency, and 2-way interaction effects as well, but 
with J production contributing the most variation to this 
effect: J > M); (2) raw frequencies of verbs without 
Subject-verb agreement (main effect for Ll only: M > J); 
( 3 )  ratio of verbs Subject-verb agreement out of the 
total (main effect Ll only: J > MI; ( 4 )  ratio of verbs 
without Subject-verb agreement out of the total (main 
effect for Ll only: M > J); (5) total production of 7a-7f 
(main effect for Ll only: M > J) ; ( 6 )  PRO-drop (main 
effect for Ll only: M > J); and lastly, (7) serial verbs 
(main effect for Ll only: M > J). 
2a2hu 
s= Q f  Results 
Direction Statistically ' Trend 
of Hypothesis Supported? #. Supported?* 
------------------------------------------,-------- ------ 
Hl M > J  
TCs 7a, 7b No Ye 
.................................................. 
H2 M > J  
Heavy Subjects No Yes 
........................................................... 
E3 M > J  
Existential there No No 
........................................................... 
H4 J > M  
Extraposition with ~ No Yes 
---------------------------------------------------n------- 
H5 J > N  
Total Dummy Subjects No Yes 
........................................................... 
H6 J > M  
Sentence-initial locatives No (weak 1 
........................................................... 
H7 J > M  
Passives Yes Yes 
........................................................... 
H8 J > M  
Preposed fi clauses No Yes 
-------------------------------------------.---------------- 
*criterion'for support of "trend" is at least 10% 
difference in production means 
Table 4.11
Summary gf Results (Contrd)
Direction
of Hypothesis Statistically. TrendSupported? Supported?*
H1O Syntacticization2a>2b>1 > 2 > No No
If,/when1> No Yes
Extraposition,/expletives No Yes3>
Pass ives3>(21 >r Yes Yes
7a) 7b> 7e) 7d> 7e) 7f No Yes
AGR3>
leve1 I >
PD/ Serial veibsIt{>Ji1> Yes(I,I>J) Yes




Th i s  chap te r  is concerned wi th  d i s c u s s i n g  t h e  r e s u l t s  
p re sen ted  i n  t h e  preceding chap te r  w i t h  t h e  o b j e c t i v e  of 
d e s c r i b i n g  and exp la in ing  main f i n d i n g s  i n  terms of t h e  
s p e c i f i c  hypotheses which were t e s t e d .  Chapter  V I l  t h e  
Conclusion, i n  t u r n  r e l a t e s  t h e  f i n d i n g s  i n  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  
and i n  t h e  p r e s e n t  s tudy  t o  t h e  g e n e r a l  r e sea rch  q u e s t i o n s  
posed i n  Chapter I and i n  Chapter 111. 
I n  Chapter I V  it was repor ted  t h a t l  by and l a r g e ,  t h e  
t e n  hypotheses  d i d  n o t  y i e l d  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  
r e s u l t s l  bu t  none the l e s s ,  i n d i c a t e d  p o s i t i v e  ( a l b e i t  weak) 
t r e n d s  i n  t h e  p r e d i c t e d  d i r e c t i o n  ( s e e  Table  4.11). The 
meaningfulness of t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  t r e n d s  is not  c l e a r l  
however, s i n c e  i n  some c a s e s l  t h e  group d i f f e r e n c e s  under 
i n v e s t i g a t i o n  involve  low f r equenc ie s  of  tokens .  Fur ther-  
more, t h e  c r i t e r i o n  f o r  what might c o n s t i t u t e  a  t r e n d  was 
a r b i t r a r i l y  s e t  a t  a  10% d i f f e r e n c e  i n  mean scores .  I n  
many c a s e s  t h e  a b s o l u t e  percen tage  d i f f e r e n c e  between 
compared s c o r e s  was g r e a t e r  than  10% ( s e e  F igu re  4.1 and 
Table  A ) I  and perhaps a  l a r g e r  c r i t e r i o n  d i f f e r e n c e  ( s ay l  
50% o r  more) would b e  a more v a l i d  i n d i c a t o r  of t h e  so- 
c a l l e d  t r ends .  
I n  t h e  fo l lowing  s e c t i o n s l  u n l e s s  it is e x p l i c i t l y  
s t a t e d  t h a t  t h e  t r e n d s  were $ t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i a n i f i c a n t l  it 
can be assumed t h a t  t h e  b a s i s  f o r  q u a n t i t a t i v e  judgments 
such a s  "M tended t o  produce more of x  than  Jn is simply 
t h i s  10% minimum d i f f e r e n c e  i n  mean sco re s .  
what is perhaps  more i n t e r e s t i n g  than  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  
t h e r e  were some t r e n d s  suppor t ing  t h e  hypothesized d i f f e r -  
ences  between groupsl  is t h a t l  c o n t r a r y  t o  expec t a t i on ,  t h e  
i n d i v i d u a l  hypotheses were g e n e r a l l y  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  
supported.  Although it can be d i s a p p o i n t i n g  and puzz l ing  
when hypotheses  must be r e j e c t e d l  it a l s o  s t i m u l a t e s  
f u r t h e r  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  of t h e  phenomena i n  ques t ion ,  which 
is a  v a l u a b l e  p a r t  of research .  
One of t h e  most p l a u s i b l e  exp lana t ions  f o r  t h e  
s i m i l a r i t i e s  a c r o s s  groups i n  terms of p roduc t ion  of 
s t r u c t u r e s  is t h a t  t h e  d a t a  base  is t o o  sma l l  i n  some cases  
t o  t e s t  wi th  i n f e r e n t i a l  s t a t i s t i c s l  and t h a t  a  more 
powerful  and g e n e r a l i z a b l e  a n a l y s i s  would need t o  i nc lude  
many t imes  t h e  number of s u b j e c t s  used i n  t h i s  s tudy;  o r  
a l t e r n a t e l y ,  it would need t o  i nvo lve  a  much l a r g e r  corpus  
of d a t a  f o r  each s u b j e c t .  (And y e t ,  it is a l s o  p o s s i b l e  
t h a t  even i f  s i g n i f i c a n c e  r e s u l t e d ,  t h e r e  might n o t  be 
major d i f f e r e n c e s  from t h e  p r e s e n t  f i nd ings . )  
I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  an exp lana t ion  f o r  t h e - r e s u l t s  based on 
produc t ion  frequency,  t h e r e  a r e  o t h e r  p o s s i b l e  exp lana t ions  
t o  be considered.  Below, t h e r e f o r e ,  t h e  r e s u l t s  of t h e  
i n d i v i d u a l  hypotheses w i l l  aga in  b e  examined and i n t e r -  
p re t ed .  
Appendix C c o n t a i n s  e x c e r p t s  from J and M texts  a t  t h e  
t h r e e  l e v e l s  of pro f i c i ency ,  a s  i n d i c a t e d .  For s e l e c t e d  
s u b j e c t s  (whose produc t ion  was i n t e r e s t i n g ) ,  sen tences  
con ta in ing  any of t h e  s t r u c t u r e s  coded f o r  ( o r  combinations 
t h e r e o f )  a r e  l i s t e d .  The purpose of t h i s  is t o  show t h e  
range and a s s o c i a t i o n  of t h e  produc t ion  o f '  some measures 
r e l a t i v e  t o  o t h e r s .  I t  is obvious t h a t  t h e r e  is a  g r e a t  
d e a l  of  v a r i a t i o n  wi th  regard t o  t h e  (hypothesized 
developmental)  l e v e l  of some s t r u c t u r e s  produced r e l a t i v e  
t o  t h e  l e v e l  of o t h e r  s t r u c t u r e s  f o r  t h e  same s u b j e c t ,  such 
a s  t h e  co-occurrence of 7 a g s  and 7 f s ,  o r ,  say ,  t h e  
co-occurrence of pas s ives ,  e x t r a p o s i t i o n ,  and lack  of 
Subject- verb agreement. I n  t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  t h a t  fo l lows ,  
examples from Appendix C w i l l  be  c i t e d  i n  s e v e r a l  p l aces .  
5.2 Produc t ion  of TCs (7a,7b) 
The r e s u l t s  f o r  Hypotheses (1) and (2)  were n o t  s i g n i -  
f i c a n t ,  bu t  it was found t h a t  M gended t o  produce more TCs 
than J ( a c t u a l l y  double f o r  7a  and 7bb) ,  and among them, 
more -heavy S u b j e c t s n  a s  w e l l ,  a l though  it was noteworthy 
t h a t  bo th  groups c o l l e c t i v e l y  produced q u i t e  a  few TCs. 
Furthermore,  t e s t s  f o r  Hypothesis  (10) revea led  t h a t  more 
7a  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  tended t o  be produced a t  l e v e l s  1 and 2  
than  by l e v e l  3 l e a r n e r s ,  as p r e d i c t e d ,  bu t  t h a t  7b (and 
7bb) TCs were produced equa l ly  o f t e n  by low and h igh  l e v e l  
l e a r n e r s .  The l a t t e r  f i nd ing  had two p o s s i b l e  explana-  
t i o n s .  
The f i r s t  exp lana t ion  is t h a t  TCs p e r s i s t  i n  t h e  
produc t ion  of s u b j e c t s  whose L l  a r e  Tp ( o r  TSp), even a t  
h igh l e v e l s ,  and any major d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  product ion 
between M and J might be more v i s i b l e  a t  even lower p r o f i -  
c iency  l e v e l s  (and t h u s  lower rungs on t h e  developmental 
l a d d e r ) .  I n  o t h e r  words, according t o  Andersen's  (1983) 
work, it is conceivable  t h a t  l e a r n e r s  whose L l  has  a  
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structure which is similar to one in XL or in L2 (e.g,, 
Japanese NP-W-W, as i n  7b) w i l l  produce the L2 s t r u c t u r e  
earlier than learners in whose Ll the corresponding 
structure is less p~oductive, or who would tend instead to 
use a developmentally earlier structure [ e . g . ,  Mandarin NP 
{Topic)-W, as in 7a)- From this p o i n t  of view, one m i g h t  
expect M at lower l eve l s  of proficiency to produce more 
7 a t s  than J at t h e  same level ,  or perhaps that M would move 
more slowly from 7a t h r o u g h  7b toward 7 f  than J. 
The second explanation is that even though the produc- 
t i o n  of TCs is ua almost the  same between 
l eve l s  1 and 3 (see Figure  4 - 6 1  there  are qualitative 
differences between the k h a s  of topicalizing s tra teg ies  
used. T h a t  is, while heavy Subjects ,  Left d i s l o c a t i o n  of 
NPs, and double S u b j e c t s  occur at lower leve ls ,  by higher 
l e v e l s  t h e  learner5 are able to top ica l ize  according ko 
English Topic-marking conventions, 
The f i r s t  explanation cannot be tested  w i t h  t h e  
present data# but  there is supporting evidence for it in 
t h e  locative developmental data to be discussed as part of 
Hypothesis (61 .  That  ist the 2a frequencies, l i k e  those of 
7a, are law enough to suggest that t h e  learners in this 
study are a l l  well beyond that s tage  of acquis i t ion .  
Therefore, there is a 'floor effectm of sorts  in terms of 
production of t h e  structures t h o u g h t  to be most develop-  
mentally basic [cumpared to produc t ion  at more advanced 
s tagesg  where there is a kind of 'ceiling effectn). 
Indeed, even of those structu~es reportedly produced 
at the l eve l  of 7a, 2a, or even 7b, some of the so-called 
TCs may have been due to faulty punctuation, as the  follow-  
i n g  sentences indicate: 
1- Most  high schools, in Japan are made fo r  girls 
and boys separately (S36-J) . 
2 .  Having an education, can t ra in  a person to 
understand t h i n g s  better and to learn how to 
s o l v e  problems ($175-MI. 
3 .  The 71-year o l d  pres ident ,  Ronald Reagan wants 
t h e  Dnited States to be the  g ~ o d  and old 
America (520-JJ . 
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The constructions were considered in context ,  however, 
and it was assumed that comas reflected psychologica~ly 
real pause markers, such as typically separate Topics from 
Comments (of course, oral discourse would help to clarify 
this problem). 
The second explanation is more easily tested, and in 
fact, a comparison of a subset of TCs for J and M at level 
1 compared to level 3 (see Appendix C )  confirmed this post 
hoc "hunchn. It appears that at level 1, most TCs involve 
simple, preposed (topicalized/left dislocated) NPs, and 
sometimes sentences or prepositional phrases with & or 
Skimming the examples shown in Appendix C, level 1 
TCs seem to be less native-like than those at level 3, 
which include more phrases like "As to NP," "As for NPrn OK 
prepositional phrases. Compare the examples below (taken 
from Appendix C); of relevance is the difference between 
level 1 and level 3 Topic-marking, and not cross-linguistic 
differences. 
Level 1 
J: hardest period of m, it's I think, 
the time I graduated college (S54). 
M: !& commerciaJ,, women buy anything 
that the TV says very good (S131)- 
Level 3 
J: .& Kvoto a& m, there are alot of 
books and advertisements on them (S37). 
M: family soncern&, men and 
women should share everything (S175). 
Of course, this is a generalization about TC 
differences across proficiency levels, and there are 
counter-examples as well; nonetheless, it does serve to 
explain, if tentatively, the pattern observed in TC produc- 
tion across proficiency levels 1 and 3. 
5.3 Production of TCs with PP-NP-VP (7bb) 
In connection with TC production and the move toward 
syntacticization, the data suggest that 7bb is an 
insightful category insofar as it reveals ways in which 
learners attempt to assign case roles (prepositions) to NPs 
which, presumably, at an earlier developmental stage were 
simple Topic NPs without (IL) case assignments. Thus 7bb 
might be an important and productive intermediate stage in 
the process of integrating Topics into English semantic and 
s y n t a c t i c  s en t ence  s t r u c t u r e .  Observe, f o r  example, t h e  
s en t ences  below. The s t r u c t u r e s  i n  ( b )  were produced i n  
t h e  s t u d y  ( s e e  Appendix C ) ;  ( a )  s en t ences  r e p r e s e n t  a  
h y p o t h e t i c a l l y  e a r l i e r  s t a g e  of p roduc t ion  than  ( b )  ; and 
( c )  s t r u c t u r e s  r e p r e s e n t  a  h y p o t h e t i c a l l y  l a t e r  Stage:  
o ~ i n i o n ,  he t h i n k s  a s  long a s  he can 
make enough money t o  suppor t  our  f ami ly  is 
enough. 
U U ovinion,  he t h i n k s  a s  long a s  
he can make enough money t o  suppor t  our 
f ami ly  is  enough (S180-M). 
And a s  & Q-, he  t h i n k s  a s  long 
a s  he can make enough money t o  suppor t  our 
fami ly ,  i t ' s / t h a t l s  enough. 
& ~ 3   inio ion &/it is  h i s  op in ion  t h a t  
a s  long a s  he can make enough money t o  
suppor t  our family ,  i t 1 s / t h a t ' s  enough. 
$chool, I have seen t h a t  t h e  s t u d e n t  of 
U.S. a r e  have s o  much freedom. 
For  m, I have seen t h a t  t h e  s t u d e n t  
of  U.S. a r e  have s o  much freedom (Sl86-14). 
& school/As & a s c h o o l  ,& 
concerned,  I have seen t h a t  American 
s t u d e n t s  have a l o t  of  freedom. 
I n  s h o r t ,  t h i s  I L  use  of s e n t e n c e- i n i t i a l  p r epos i t i on-  
a l  ph ra ses  accounts  f o r  t h e  r e l a t i v g l y  high means shovn i n  
Figure  4.6 f o r  t h a t  s t r u c t u r e  ( j u s t  a s  it was sugges ted  by 
Rutherford 1983 f o r  Japanese  preposed l o c a t i v e s  wi th  t h e  
p r e p o s i t i o n  u). Moreover, i ts prolonged p re sence  a t  
h igher  l e v e l s  of p r o f i c i e n c i e s  r e f l e c t s ,  i n  p a r t ,  t h e  
d i f f i c u l t y  non- native speakers  have choosing s u i t a b l e  c a s e  
frames ( p r e p o s i t i o n s )  f o r  W s ,  which i n t e r a c t s  wi th  t h e i r  
u s e  of t h e  f u n c t i o n a l  s t r a t e g y  of t o p i c a l i z a t i o n .  
A f u r t h e r  d i f f i c u l t y  f o r  l e a r n e r s  is t h a t  Engl ish  
S u b j e c t s  can bear  a  wide range of semant ic  f u n c t i o n s  
(compared t o  many o t h e r  l anguages) ,  such t h a t  p r e p o s i t i o n a l  
phrases  a r e  n o t  necessary.  Consider,  f o r  example, t h e  
fol lowing p a i r s  of sen tences .  The ( a )  s en t ences  were 
produced i n  our d a t a  by ESL l e a r n e r s ;  t h e  (b )  s en t ences  
r ep re sen t  t h e i r  accep tab le  Engl ish  c o u n t e r p a r t s ,  which have 
more i n t e g r a t e d  semant ic  r o l e s  borne by S u b j e c t s :  
1. ( a )  For example, i f  our  human be ings  use  TV 
and r ad io ,  we can easy  unders tand t h a t  
what happen today a l l  of t h e  c o u n t r i e s  
(S33-J) . 
(b)  TV and r a d i o  h e l p  human be ings  t o  
unders tand what happens everyday around 
t h e  world. 
2. ( a )  I f  we use  c a r ,  we can go anyplace  i n  t h e  
count ry  (S33-J) . 
(b )  Cars  can t a k e  u s  anywhere i n  t h e  country .  
( o r ,  a l t e r n a t e l y ,  we can go anywhere & 
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3. ( a )  I f  we use  washing machine, w e  can c u t  o f f  
t h e  time i n s t e a d  of hand washing (S33-J). 
(b )  Washing machines can c u t  t h e  amount of 
t i m e  we spend washing. 
4 .  ( a )  To Osaka a v i s i t o r  w i l l  have n e a r l y  t h e  
same express ion  a s  he has on Tokyo (S37-J). 
( b )  Osaka w i l l  g i v e  v i s i t , o r s  ( t o u r i s t s )  n e a r l y  
t h e  same impression a s  Tokyo. 
5.4 Produc t ion  of Preposed U Clauses  
The immediately preceding examples inc luded  c a s e s  of 
c l a u s e  preposing,  which l e a d s  us t o  t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  of 
t h e  f i n d i n g s  f o r  Hypotheses (8 )  and ( 9 ) .  The p r e d i c t e d  
f u n c t i o n a l  use  of c l a u s e s ,  c la imed t o  be  more p roduc t ive  
i n  J-ESL than  M-ESL, and used more a t  lower p r o f i c i e n c y  
l e v e l s  than  advanced ones,  was g e n e r a l l y  supported:  t h e  
same t r e n d  f o r  c l a u s e s  was n o t  a s  s t r o n g ,  however. A s  
was shown above, t h e  preposed j& clauses were used s t r a t e -  
g i c a l l y  by l e a r n e r s  t o  bo th  l e s s e n  t h e  s y n t a c t i c  d e n s i t y  of 
sen tences ,  and fur thermore,  t o  l e s s e n  t h e  semant ic  
markedness of Sub jec t s .  Other examples o f  t h e  f u n c t i o n a l  
use  of a c l a u s e s  follow: 
1. B u t  i f  we t h i n k  about t h e  language,  a language 
is one of t h e  c u l t u r e  (SlO5-J). 
2 .  If t h e  smal l  count ry  was governed by t h e  l a r g e  
count ry ,  it seems l i k e  t o  be  a co lon ized  
country  (S78-J) . 
3. If you couldnft provide a good living condition 
or the good education thates really cruel to 
the children (Sl52-M). 
4. If I want to find this answer, I should know 
the duties of a wife (Sll6-MI. 
5.  If you like two children, it's ok. If you own 
only one baby, itrs the best (Sll8-MI. 
6. If a friend cheated you, then he is not a good 
friend (Sl24-M) . 
The foregoing examples illustrate the role of the 
initial clauses as frames for the following clauses, and 
the looseness of the syntax that is associated with 
constructions of this kind. The pragmatic scene-setting 
function appeared to be shared by J and M learners 
(although there was a tendency for J to produce more than 
M), especially at the lowest levels of proficiency; 
however, cross-proficiency differences paralleling those 
described above for TCs were not apparent. This finding 
for clause preposing in M data does not disconfirm 
findings in Duffts (1984) data, but it indicates that it 
might be less uniquely performed by J than hypothesized in 
the present study. In fact, an analysis of the use of 
or XJJSD constructions in J and M reveals that in both 
languages the clause precedes the main clause, and 
there are numerous structures available to express the 
conditional or temporal relationship (Li and Thompson 1981, 
Kuno 1973). Thus, the fact that preposed s/when clauses 
occur in J- and M-ESL should not be surprising, but it is 
interesting that they are noverproducedn to fulfill other 
functions as well. 
Some characteristic functions of preposed fi clauses 
were that they appeared to serve as a substitute for 
relative clauses or extraposition, which would entail on 
the one hand more syntactically condensed Subjects, and on 
the other hand, dummy Subjects with more syntactically 
condensed predicates. The following sentences illustrate 
this usage of fi clauses: 
1. But if you talk to a foreigner, we trust him 
when he show his nationality (SlO5-J). 
(e-g., )Foreigners who reveal their nationality 
can be trustedt) 
2. I f  I can understand them, it w i l l  b e  
improvement f o r  me (S3-J) . 
(e.g., ' I t  would be  an improvement f o r  me to  b e  
a b l e  t o  understand them') 
3 .  I f  you want t o  f i n d  it on t h e  map? then  you 
have t o  spend a  long time (Sl35-MI. 
(e.g., ' I t  t a k e s  a  long t i m e  t o  f i n d  it on t h e  
map' ) 
4 .  I f  one have some knowledge i n  language,  one 
w i l l  be  a b l e  t o  communicate e a s i l y  and h i s  
bus ines s  w i l l  be  s u c c e s s f u l  (S64-J). 
(e.g.,  'People who know more than  one language 
w i l l  be  s u c c e s s f u l  . . .')  
5.5 Product ion of Dummy Sub jec t s  
We w i l l  t u r n  nex t  t o  a  d i s c u s s i o n  of t h e  r e s u l t s  f o r  
Hypotheses ( 3 ) ,  ( 4 ) ?  and (51, a l l  of which d e a l  w i th  t h e  
produc t ion  of dummy Sub jec t s  a t  some l e v e l .  These 
hypotheses were included i n  t h e  s t u d y  p r i m a r i l y  t o  add res s  
Ruther ford ' s  (1983). p r e d i c t i o n  t h a t  J, a s  a  l a n g w g e  with  
more grammatical word o rde r  than M due t o  its r i g i d  verb- 
f i n a l  s t a t u s ,  would cause  l e a r n e r s  t o  produce more dummy 
S u b j e c t s , ( a s  grammatical p l a c e  ho lde r s )  t han  M. Conversely, 
M ,  due t o  its r e l a t i v e  s t r e n g t h  a s  a  Tp language? would not  
produce dummy Sub jec t s  ( e s p e c i a l l y  fi) t o  t h e  same e x t e n t ,  
and would, r a t h e r ,  produce more marked c o n s t r u c t i o n s ,  such 
a s  heavy Sub jec t s .  
Hypothesis  (3)  a n t i c i p a t e d  a g r e a t e r  t o t a l  product ion 
of t h e  e x p l e t i v e  f o r  M I  however, on account of  i ts  
claimed d i scour se- syn tac t i c  and developmental  f u n c t i o n  i n  M 
da t a .  Th i s  hypothes i s  was based on c o n t r a d i c t o r y  prev ious  
f i n d i n g s  (namely, Schachter  and Rutherford 1979, and 
Rutherford 1983) ,  t h e r e f o r e  it is n o t  s u r p r i s i n g  t h a t  t h e  
r e s u l t s  po in ted  t o  a roughly equ iva l en t  q u a n t i t y  of 
p roduc t ion  a c r o s s  t h e  two language groups f o r  t h i s  
s t r u c t u r e .  With r e spec t  t o  t h e  p o s s i b l e  r o l e  of  a s  a  
developmental  t r i g g e r  t h a t  was mentioned i n  e a r l i e r  
c h a p t e r s ,  it was c l e a r  t h a t  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  was a l r e a d y  wel l  
i n t e g r a t e d  i n t o  t h e  grammars of l e v e l  1 l e a r n e r s ,  t h a t  it 
peaked a t  l e v e l  2 ,  and dec l ined  i n  f requency somewhat by 
l e v e l  3 .  Thi s  p a r t i c u l a r  f i n d i n g  m i r r o r s  o t h e r  s e t s  of 
r e s u l t s  (e-g . ,  p roduc t ion  of 7a TCs  and 2a LOCs, compared 
t o  7b, and 2br r e s p e c t i v e l y ?  and t h e  o v e r a l l  p roduc t ion  of 
verbs  wi thout  Subject- verb agreement compared t o  those  
marked f o r  agreement).  I n  o t h e r  words? i f  L~WX or  
r e  indeed t r i g g e r s  i n  a c q u i s i t i o n ,  then t h e  
r e p r e s e n t s  a  l e v e l  which exceeds any s t a g e  a t  
which t h i s  s h i f t  would occur. 
Hypothesis  ( 4 ) ,  by comparison, revea led  t h e  p r e d i c t e d  
tendency f o r  J t o  produce more e x t r a p o s i t i o n  w i t h  .Lt than 
M, a l though  t h e  t e s t s  were n o t  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t .  
E x t r a p o s i t i o n  occurred a t  a l l  l e v e l s ,  l i k e  t h e r e ,  and 
followed t h e  same g e n e r a l  p a t t e r n  of peaking a t  l e v e l  2  and 
d e c l i n i n g  t h e r e a f t e r .  The kind of IL e x t r a p o s i t i o n  usage 
("overproduc t ion n)  t h a t  has  been r epo r t ed  i n  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  
was evidenced by bo th  J and M, a s  t h e  fo l lowing  examples 
i l l u s t r a t e ,  a l though  e x t r a p o s i t i o n  of t h i s  t ype  was, on t h e  
whole, r e l a t i v e l y  in f requent .  
1. Seconda r i l y  it [ n o n - r e f e r e n t i a l ]  is a  good way 
t o  make many p l a n t a t i o n s  of v e g e t a b l e s  (S9-J, 
l e v e l  3 ) .  
2. I t  is welcome t h a t  Japanese  people  have 
i n c r e a s i n g  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  t o  v i s i t  ano ther  Asian 
c o u n t r i e s  (Sl7-J,  l e v e l  3 )  
3 .  I t  [non- re fe ren t i a l ]  have been become very  
convenient  our d a i l y  l i v e s  (S33-J, l e v e l  1). 
4. I t  has  l a r g e  Japanese garden behind of t h e  
s h r i n e  (S68-J, l e v e l  1). 
5.  It  is hoped t o  develop t h e  un fami l i a r  k inds  of 
f i s h e s  (S67-J, l e v e l  3 ) .  
6a. I t  can be s a i d  mhuman,n when people  have t h e s e  
t h r e e  independence. 
b. I t  cannot be  s a i d  "men should  be g iven  t h e  
f i r s t  cho ice  f o r  c o l l e g e  en t r ance ,  f o r  they  a r e  
t h e  c h i e f  wage-earnersn (S72-J, l e v e l  2 ) .  
7 .  Since  then  it have passed t e n  y e a r s  (S86-3, 
l e v e l  1). 
8 -  I t  is t h e  f i r s t  reason I want t o  apply an 
American school ,  t o  l e a r n  more (SSll3-M, l e v e l  
m .  
9. I t  comes another  problem t o  me t o  overcome, it 
is t h e  problem of normal cou r se s  (Sl38-M, l e v e l  
1). 
10. I n  o t h e r  s i d e ,  it has cause  a  very  s e r i o u s  
s o c i a l  problem i n  Taiwan is t h e  s t u d e n t  cannot 
g e t  h igh  s c o r e  i n  t h e  compet i t ion  (Sl73-t1, 
l e v e l  2 ) .  
Hypothesis  ( 5 )  d e a l t  wi th  t h e  combined e f f e c t  of  t h e  
dummy S u b j e c t s  ( i n  extraposed c o n s t r u c t i o n s )  and w, 
and it was repo r t ed  t h a t  J produced about  10% more of t h e  
pooled s t r u c t u r e s  t han  M I  a l though  t h e  b a r c h a r t  i n  F igure  
4.7 shows t h a t  bo th  L l  groups were p r o d u c t i v e  i n  t h i s  
r e spec t .  Th i s  f i n d i n g  is perhaps  n o t  s t r o n g  enough t o  
d i s c r e d i t  Ruther ford ' s  no t ion  t h a t  J are more s e n s i t i v e  t o  
f i l l i n g  Sub jec t  p o s i t i o n  than  M I  and observing t h e  'Heavy- 
to- the-Rightn p r i n c i p l e  (Mall inson and Blake 1981) . 
Rather ,  what it s u g g e s t s  is t h a t  t h e r e  might i n  f a c t  be  a  
t r a n s f e r- o f- t r a i n i n g  e f f e c t  based on t h e  n a t u r e  of t h e  
w r i t i n g  t a s k ,  which r e i n f o r c e s  t h e  q u a n t i t y  of dummy 
S u b j e c t s  genera ted  by J and M l e a r n e r s .  This  
s u s p i c i o n  was a l r e a d y  mentioned i n  d e s c r i b i n g  t h e  r e s u l t s  
of  t h e  Duff (1984) s tudy ,  i n  which c o n v e r s a t i o n a l  d a t a  by h1 
and J l e a r n e r s  evidenced l i t t l e  i f  any dummy Sub jec t  
product ion.  On t h e  o t h e r  hand, a  counter- argument is t h a t  
D u f f ' s  (1984) s u b j e c t s  were a l l  a t  l e v e l  1, whereasI as it 
was noted above, dummy S u b j e c t ~ p r o d u c t i o n  appears  t o  peak 
a t  l e v e l  2. 
There isI n e v e r t h e l e s s I  good reason t o  b e l i e v e  t h a t  
l e a r n e r s  a r e  aware o f  t h e  need t o  use impersonal  a g e n t s  i n  
formal  w r i t t e n  Engl i sh  ( e s p e c i a l l y  i n  t e c h n i c a l  w r i t i n g )  a s  
opposed t o  pe r sona l  pronouns. I t  isI  then,  s l i g h t l y  
p e c u l i a r  t h a t  t h e  same t r e n d  ( f o r  comparable p roduc t ion  f o r  
J and M) would no t  be  evidenced i n  o v e r a l l  p roduc t ion  of 
p a s s i v e s I  which a r e  a l s o  a s s o c i a t e d  wi th  t h e  s t y l e  and 
r h e t o r i c  of  w r i t t e n  d i scou r se .  
A more c o n t r o v e r s i a l  exp lana t ion ,  perhaps I  is t h a t  t h e  
t h e o r e t i c a l  b a s i s  f o r  t h e  p r e d i c t i o n  t h a t  J produce more 
dummy S u b j e c t s  t han  M ( c f .  Ruther ford  1983) is ill- 
conceivedI and t h a t  t h e  p a r t i a l  GWO s t a t u s  of  J ( b u t  n o t  M )  
has no bear ing  on dummy Subjec t  p roduc t ion .  [ n o t e  61 I n  
f a c t ,  i f  J were t o  produce s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more dummy 
S u b j e c t s  than  M,  two o t h e r  reasons  could  be  suggested 
( i . e . ,  i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  t h e  d i scou r se- func t iona l  r o l e  
t h a t  Schachte r  and Rutherford 1979 documented f o r  e.g., 
A):  (1) Mirror  image r u l e s  o p e r a t e  t o  t r ans fo rm J 
sen tences  of t h e  t y p e  'ISentenceI rn &' t o  ESL -It  is ( t h e  
ca se )  t h a t  [ sen tence]  ,' o r  J " [Sentence] j.warerun t o  
ESL i s  s a i d  t h a t  [ s e n t e n c e l I n  and s o  f o r t h  (Smith l97EI 
Kuno 1973) ;  and t h i s  e f f e c t  is p a r t i c u l a r l y  v i s i b l e  i n  
e x p o s i t o r y  w r i t i n g  wi th  t o p i c s  of a  g e n e r i c  na tu re .  (2 )  I t  
is t h e  Sp s tatus of J ( a s  opposed t o  GWO) which b r i n g s  
about t h e  tendency f o r  dummy Sub jec t  p roduc t ion ,  a s  i n  
e x t r a p o s i t i o n  wi th  fi. Thus, t h e  f l e x i b i l i t y  of  t h e  
language i n  terms of word o rde r  scrambling has  l e s s  bear ing  
on I L  dummy S u b j e c t  p roduc t ion  than t h e  b a s i c n e s s  of t h e  
Sub jec t  f u n c t i o n  i n  t h e  Ll. 
5.6 produc t ion  of Pas s ives  
I n  add res s ing  t h e  f i n d i n g s  of Hypothesis  ( 7 ) 1  it was 
r epo r t ed  t h a t  J produced s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more p a s s i v e s  than 
M, and t h a t  t h e r e  was an i n t e r a c t i o n  e f f e c t  f o r  p r o f i-  
c iency .  F u r t h e r  a n a l y s i s  revea led  t h a t  t h e  p r o f i c i e n c y  
e f f e c t  was most pronounced and s i g n i f i c a n t  f o r  J, bu t  no t  
M. That  is  t o  s a y  t h a t  M n o t  on ly  produced many fewer 
p a s s i v e s  than  J, bu t  t h a t  a c r o s s  p r o f i c i e n c y  l e v e l s ,  M d a t a  
r e f l e c t e d  t h e  p a t t e r n  2 > 3 > 1, t h e  same p a t t e r n  a s  was 
r epo r t ed  f o r  e x t r a p o s i t i o n  and p roduc t ion  ( s e e  F igure  
4 .5) .  J d a t a ,  by c o n t r a s t ,  d i sp l ayed  a ve ry  s t r o n g  
d i r e c t i o n a l  p rogress ion :  1 < 2 < 3,  wi th  a p a r t i c u l a r l y  
n o t i c e a b l e  l e a p  i n  p roduc t ion  between l e v e l s  2 and 3. 
Seve ra l  p o s s i b l e  exp lana t ions  might be cons ide red  f o r  t h i s  
major d i f f e r e n c e .  
F i r s t ,  a l though  bo th  J and M a r e  s a i d  t o  have p a s s i v e s  
w i th  a f f e c t i v e  or, adve r s ive  semant ic  c o n t e n t ,  p a s s i v e s  i n  J 
(1) a r e  more p roduc t ive  than i n  M; ( 2 )  a r e  more s y n t a c t i -  
c i z e d  than  they  a r e  i n  M; ( 3 )  involve  a wider  range of 
semant ic  f e a t u r e s  than  t h o s e  i n  Mi ( 4 )  t y p i c a l l y  occur i n  
g e n e r i c ,  n e u t r a l  s t a t emen t s  of  f a c t ;  and (5 )  a r e  an 
r e f l e c t i o n  of t h e  b a s i c n e s s  of  S u b j e c t s  ( i .e . ,  
I t  is beyond t h e  scope of t h i s  d i s c u s s i o n  t o  p r e s e n t  a 
complete d e s c r i p t i o n  of J and M p a s s i v e s  ( s e e  e.g., Howard 
and Niyekawa-Howard 1976, and L i  and Thompson 1981) .  
However, r e l a t e d  t o  p o i n t  ( 2 )  above, it appea r s  t h a t  J 
p a s s i v e s  i nvo lve  t h e  v e r b a l  s u f f i x  p l u s  t h e  c a s e  
marker d, as i n  
Kodomo wa okaasan n i  sh ika- rare- ta .  
c h i l d  TOP mother by scold-PASS-ed 
'The c h i l d  was scolded by h i s  mother 8 
Mandarinl on t h e  o t h e r  hand, forms p a s s i v e s  by 
c r e a t i n g  a r a t h e r  l o o s e  s t r i n g  of c o n s t i t u e n t s  which 
inc ludes  t h e  p a s s i v e  marker M: i.e. ,  NPl NP2 verbl  
a s  in :  
Ta b e i  j i e j i e  ma l e  
3 sg  PASS e l d e r  s i s t e r  s co ld  ASP 
IS/he was scolded by ( h i s / h e r )  s i s t e r t  
( L i  and Thompson 1981:492) 
Concerning p o i n t  ( 3 )  above, whereas J has  both  
a f f e c t i v e  and n e u t r a l  p a s s i v e s  ( a s  well as i n d i r e c t  and 
d i r e c t  p a s s i v e s ) ,  a s  i n  (a) and (b)  below (Kuno 1973:302), 
M p a s s i v e s  a r e  much more r e s t r i c t e d  i n  semant ic  scope. 
a. Kono i e  wa 1960-nen n i  t a t e- r a r e- t a  
t h i s  house TOP year  i n  build-PASS-ed 
'Th i s  house was b u i l t  i n  19601 ( n e u t r a l )  
b. John wa niwa no sugu mae n i  
yard  's r i g h t  f r o n t  i n  
i e  o t a t e- r a r e- t a  
house ACC build-PASS-ed 
IJohn had a house b u i l t  on him r i g h t  i n  f r o n t  
of ( h i s )  yard '  ( adve r s ive )  
Another exp lana t ion  is t h a t  J t end  a l s o  t o  produce 
more c a s e s  of e x t r a p o s i t i o n ,  and s i n c e  p a s s i v e s  f i g u r e  
I p rominent ly  i n  J-ESL e x t r a p o s i t i o n  (i.e., is be l i eved  
t h a t r m  " I t  is hoped t h a t , -  'It is expected t h a t n ) ,  t h e r e  i s .  
an even g r e a t e r  main e f f e c t  f o r  L l .  S ta tements  of f a c t  i n  
J a r e  o f t e n  made wi th  p a s s i v e s  of t h e  t y p e  i n  ( a )  above, 
wi th  an impersonal  ( o f t e n  s e n t e n t i a l )  s u r f a c e  Sub jec t ,  and 
t h i s  usage might be  expected t o  t r a n s f e r  i n  L2 expos i to ry  
wr i t i ng .  
A t h i r d  exp lana t ion  is, a s  Ruther ford  c la ims ,  t h a t  t h e  
combined f a c t o r s  of GWO/PwO and TSp i n  J typology s e r v e  t o  
promote t h e  use of p a s s i v e s ,  r e l a t i v e  t o  M. 
Four th ,  it is p o s s i b l e  t h a t  t h e r e  is t r a i n i n g  e f f e c t  
f o r  t h e  produc t ion  of p a s s i v e s  i n  Japanese EFL (Engl i sh  a s  
a f o r e i g n  language) educa t ion ,  more s o  t han  i n  t h e  Chinese 
EFL con tex t ,  bu t  we have no evidence f o r  t h i s  suppos i t i on .  
A f i n a l  n o t e  concerning p a s s i v e s  is t h a t  t h e r e  d i d  no t  
appear t o  be  i n t e r e s t i n g  q u a l i t a t i v e  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  t h e  
produc t ion  a c r o s s  groups,  bu t  r a t h e r  t h e  primary d i s t i n c -  
t i o n  t o  be made was q u a n t i t a t i v e .  
5.7 Product ion of Loca t ives  (2a ,  2bt 2 ~ )  
I t  was mentioned above t h a t  t h e  l o c a t i v e  d a t a  t h a t  
were t h e  focus  of Hypothesis  ( 6 )  seemed t o  e x h i b i t  a  " f l o o r  
e f f e c t n  a t  t h e  lowest  s t a g e  (231, sugges t ing  t h a t  t h e  
s u b j e c t s  wece a l r eady  w e l l  beyond t h a t  p o i n t  05 acqu i s i-  
t i o n .  Here, we w i l l  cons ide r  f u r t h e r  t h e  outcomes i n  terms 
of Ru the r fo rd ' s  model, and t h e  r o l e  and development of 
l o c a t i v e s  and e x i s t e n t i a l s  i n  J d a t a  accord ing  t o  h i s  
c la ims.  
The f i n d i n g s  f o r  l o c a t i v e  p roduc t ion ,  summarized i n  
Table  4 .11 ,  showed l i t t l e  suppor t  f o r  t h e  hypothes i s  based 
on Ru the r fo rd ' s  developmental p r e d i c t i o n  (e.g., Table  2 .2 ) ,  
e i t h e r  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  o r  i n  terms of g e n e r a l  t r ends .  
Although it is r e a l l y  no t  p o s s i b l e  t o  speak t o  d i f f e r e n c e s  
a t  t h e -s t a g e  of 2a,  due t o  low numbers, i t  is c l e a r  t h a t  
J I M  means f o r  2b (0.41/0.37) a r e  n o t  n e a r l y  a s  d i s t i n c t  a s  
one would have expected,  and n e i t h e r  is t h e  combined t o t a l  
of  l o c a t i v e s  and temporals  (2b+2bb) v e r y  d i f f e r e n t  a c r o s s  
L ls .  Re la ted  t o  t h i s ,  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  i n  2c which was 
proposed t o  evolve ou t  of t h e  l o c a t i v e  i n  2b, and t h u s  
occur  a t  h igher  p r o f i c i e n c y  l e v e l s  a s  opposed t o  lower 
ones, i n  f a c t  fol lowed t h e  o p p o s i t e  o r d e r  i n  terms of 
p roduc t ion  f r equenc ie s :  1 > 2 > 3 .  
I t  is  n o t  completely c l e a r  how t h e s e  f i n d i n g s  a r e  t o  
be  i n t e r p r e t e d .  On t h e  one hand, t h e r e  a r e  many obvious,  
t y p i c a l  i n s t a n c e s  of t h e  l o c a t i v e  ph ra se  'In Japan,  
NP/there . . . i n  t h e  J d a t a  ( s e e  Appendix C ) ;  on t h e  
o t h e r  hand, t h e r e  appear t o  be  n e a r l y  as many l o c a t i v e s  i n  
t h e  M d a t a ,  bu t  they a r e  s l i g h t l y  l e s s  obvious.  This  might 
b e  due t o  t h e  d i v e r s i t y  of l o c a t i v e  exp res s ions  produced i n  
M; t h a t  is, whereas J tended t o  use  l o c a t i v e  express ions  
w i th  s p e c i f i c  p l a c e  names, M produced more gene r i c ,  
a b s t r a c t  l o c a t i v e s ,  such a s  " In  s o c i e t y , '  ' In  c i v i l i z a -  
t i o n E m  and p a r t i c u l a r l y  t h e  p h r a s e  n I n  a / t he  far nil^.^ 
Therefore ,  t h e  use  of preposed l o c a t i v e s  is i n i t i a l l y  l e s s  
apparen t  f o r  M, and t h e r e  may be s u b t l e  e t h n o l i n g u i s t i c  
f a c t o r s  under lying t h e  choices  ( i . e . ,  J-ESL " I n  Japan n vs. 
M-ESL " In  a  f a m i l y n) .  
An explana t ion  f o r  t h e  r a t h e r  h igh  f requency of (2b) 
l o c a t i v e  product ion by e i t h e r  J o r  M is t h a t  t h e  t a sk  and 
t h e  c i rcumstances  of t h e  t a sk  lend themselves  t o  p roduc t ion  
of t h i s  form. I n  o t h e r  wordS, s i n c e  t h e  s u b j e c t s  were 
asked t o  w r i t e  about gene ra l  t o p i c s  concerning c ross -  
c u l t u r a l  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  customs and va lues ,  it is not  
s u r p r i s i n g  t h a t  t h e  t o p i c a l i z a t i o n  of l o c a t i v e s  should t a k e  
p l a c e .  Reca l l  a l s o  t h a t  Topics o f t e n  bear  a  c o n t r a s t i v e  
semantic featureI and that in comparing American and 
Japanese or Chinese waysI for exampleI this construction is 
an effective rhetorical choice. 
In terms of circumstancesI many subjects writing the 
compositions are recent arrivals from their respective 
countries, experiencing culture shock and various first 
impressions. For this reasonI they are inclined to compare 
and contrast these different locations. 
Again, to speak more authoritatively about the true 
differences between M and J use of locatives, it would be 
useful to examine a large corpus of oral production data 
(as in Duff 1984) including narratives as well as 
expository discourse (e.gSI picture descriptions) from 
comparable groups of learners. MoreoverI it would be 
important to collect data from subjects at a much lower 
levelI in order to address the question of the production 
of 2a with respect to 2b in terms of a developmental 
sequence. Only thenI in factI would we also be able to 
test differences between J and M in terms of the initial 
point of development on this cline for each, and concerning 
the pace at which the stages are traversed. 
LastlyI concerning locativesI Kuno (1973) suggests 
that J, MI and English existentials are structurally quite 
similar, with the basic word order being a preposed 
(definitelgeneric) locative, followed by a sentence with an 
indefinite NP and an existential verb. In deriving 
existentials of the type corresponding to our 2b1 however, 
he posits first a construction such as 2c ("There are . . . 
10cative")~ which in its derivation is followed by the 2b 
construction with the pragmatically preposed adverbial. It 
is not possible td expand on Kuno's (1973) argumentation 
here, but it is worthrexploring in future studies whether 
Rutherford's sequence of 2a > 2b > 2c should not perhaps be 
2a > 2c > 2bI instead. The latter series would not only be 
consistent with the derivation (and possible developmental 
complexity) of existentials in Kunols workI but also would 
account for the pattern of locative production observed in 
the present study for both J and M. 
5.8 Production Reflecting Syntacticization of Topic 
Hypothesis (10) examined the effect of proficiency on 
the syntacticization of Topic. Some of the issues related 
to pioficien~y for certai; structures have been addressed 
in the preceding text; what is of greatest concern here is 
a fuller anation for the pattern observed in Figure 
4.6. 
According to the hypothetical pattern sketched in 
Figure 4.7, the results comprise a very "top heavyn set of 
data; clearly, if Figure 4.6 were a seesaw, the right side 
would outweigh the left side considerably. In other words, 
the process of syntacticization of Topic is well underway 
for the learners tested, and in some cases it is complete, 
although there tends to be some nfree variationn of 
structures at times (see Appendix C). Incorporating the 
measures of agreement (e-g., AGR 1 and AGR 3) is very 
important and promising as another index of syntactici- 
zation in SLA; eventually the scale conceptualized in 
Figure 4.6 will need to be expanded, though, or drafted 
along different intersecting or possibly parallel axes with 
other manifestations of syntacticization, such as the 
development of relative clause formation and article usage. 
As the scale now stands, it may give too much weight to the 
(proposed) mid-way stages, especially 7c and 7d; on the 
other hand, if there had been more structures of that kind 
produced, their actual developmental role night have been 
clearer. 
The production of lack of Subject-verb agreement (AGR 
3) revealed significant differences between J and M; in 
short, M produced more verbs without agreement than J, 
although the M data (see Figure 4.9) exhibit a striking 
drop in mean scores on this measure between levels 2 and 3, 
with level 3 means even lower than those for J at the same 
level. Is it possible that between levels 2 and 3 this 
shift in agreement is characteristic for M but that J, 
whose Ll presumably has a more developed (syntacticized) 
VP, adopt English Subject-verb agreement much more quickly 
than M? This point deserves further study in a theoretical 
framework that can explain the development, as opposed to 
just documenting morpheme acquisition as earlier studies in 
this field did. Furthermore, in studying the development 
of the ESL VP in J and M learners, it would be useful to 
look at the development of tense and aspect as well. 
5.9 Production of PRO-Drop 
Finally, PRO-drop and serial verbs are two structures 
which yielded significant differences across Ll groups, as 
predictec+. In what follows, we will discuss qualitiative 
and quantitative differences in the production of PRO-drop, 
in particular, which is thought to be a parameter in UG and 
a typological parameter. Serial verbs, on the contrary, 
are arguably a more language-specific syntactic phenomenon 
which represents in the IL data a fairly transparent 
transfer effect from the M Ll. 
The results for PRO-drop were that M evidenced 
approximately three times as much PD as J. For the entire 
group, the progression in terms of -PD relative to +PD was, 
roughly, level 1 = 2 > 3. Qualitative differences across 
Ll groups suggested that in the M data there was more 
ellipsis of third-person (3p) generic, impersonal, or non- 
referential Subject pronouns, whereas in J, there tended to 
be more first-person (Ip) Subject ellipsis. While the 
kinds of PD that occur can, in the case of M, be largely 
attributed to either the non-referential nature of the 
pronouns, or their pragmatic recoverability (or even their 
relatively high frequency in conversational English), it 
appears that in the case of J, PD occurred more in complex 
syntactic constructions than in simple sentences. This 
indicates that J might be attempting to apply (here, "over- 
apply") higher level English rules of, for example, Subject 
PD in coordinate constructions. 
The finding that 3p referents are easily deleted is 
not a new one; it is supported by the work of Chen (1984) 
and Li and Thompson (1979) for M as Ll, and by Zobl 
(1984) for ESL. These linguists claim that 3p PD, and 
especially non-referential or generic PD, is productive 
(here, in M-ESL) . 
In addition to the quantitative difference for M vis-a- 
vis J, the qualitative difference hints in another way at 
the sensitivity of J to filling the Subject position in 
ESL, even though ellipsis is common in the Ll (Hinds 1978, 
1983). 
Topic chains were neither common nor particularly 
noteworthy in our data (contrary to expectation), with the 
exception of one M learner (S185), who used a listing 
strategy akin to that described in Schumann's (forthcoming) 
work, which was outlined in Chapter I1 (Section 2.3.7.1). 
Another M learner, (Slog), used a strategy of introducing 
sentence Topics, then immediately deleting them, and this 
is found in Appendix C (M, Level 1, S109), although the 
remainder of the text in which this pattern is displayed 
did not occur within the 12 T-units analyzed, hence it is 
not in the present analysis. 
Below, examples of M and J PD are cited, and the 
listing strategy referred to above is presented in Appendix 
C (M, level 2, S185). Notice that a couple of cases of 
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Subject- verb i n v e r s i o n  occur i n  t h e  examples ( 3 ,  1 2 ) ,  and 
t h e s e  a r e  thought t o  be  one of s e v e r a l  composite f e a t u r e s  
subsumed by t h e  PD parameter.  Another f e a t u r e  is t h a t  of 
Chinese- s ty le  " s u r f a c e n  o r  pseudo- passives,  i n  which t h e r e  
is a  Topic and p r e d i c a t e ,  bu t  an e l l i p t e d  agent  (6 ,  1 3 ) .  
Mandarin - PD
1. ( ) True, t h a t  t e l e v i s i o n  has  n e g a t i v e  e f f e c t  
(S165). 
2. But b a s i c a l l y  ( ) depends on t h e  husband and 
t h e  w i fe  (S182).  
3. I n  t h e  summer (INV) was t h e  h a p p i e s t  time 
(S193) 
4. The t h i r d ,  ( ) should keep t h e  house c l e a n  a s  
p o s s i b l e  a l l  t h e  t ime (S182).  
5. They d o n ' t  have t h e  kind of sex of baby t h a t  
t hey  wish f o r  and ( ) keeps on g e t t i n g  
preganut  (S204) . 
6. More than t h i s  l i m i t a t i o n  ( ) w i l l  have t o  pay 
a  c e r t a i n  t ax .  
7. ( ) Hope I could improve t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  more 
s o  we could d i s c u s s  more f r e e l y  (S179). 
8 .  ( ) Can t h u s  broaden my scope (S117) . 
9. I went t o  t h e  c o l l e g e  on ly  by one reason t h a t  
t o  ( ) wanted t o  become such two men ( S l ) .  
10. Before  you v i s i t  my count ry ,  I would sugges t  
t h a t  ( ) read and l e a r n  about my count ry  
Japan (S12) . 
11. E s p e c i a l l y  i n  my s tudy  f i e l d  ( ) is minor p a r t  
(S2) .  
12. I n  Hawaii always blow wind named " T r a f f i c  Wind" 
(S12).  
13. Thes i s ,  words Or something l i k e  t h a t  ( ) had 
t o  t r a n s l a t e  i n t o  Japanese  (S12).  
5.10 Summary of Chapter  V 
The aim of t h i s  chap te r  was t o  examine more c l o s e l y  
t h e  t r e n d s  o r  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  r epo r t ed  i n  Chapter  
IV.  I n  d i s c u s s i n g  t h e  repor ted  d i f f e r e n c e s ,  s e v e r a l  p o i n t s  
were r a i s e d  concerning t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of t h e  f i nd ings .  
These a r e  summarized below: -. 
(1) The  f requency of p roduc t ion  of s t r u c t u r e s  was 
r e l a t i v e l y  low, and t h i s  a f f e c t e d  t h e  deg ree -  t o  which 
g e n e r a l i z a b l e  d i f f e r e n c e s  could be  claimed. 
( 2 )  The r e l a t i v e l y  high p r o f i c i e n c y  l e v e l  of l e a r n e r s  
whose lowest  l e v e l  was TOEFL 450 c r e a t e d  a  kind of f l o o r  
e f f e c t  a t  t h a t  end of t h e  s c a l e ,  such t h a t  t h e  s t r u c t u r e s  
p r e d i c t e d  t o  occur a t  t h e  lowest  p r o f i c i e n c y  l e v e l s  (and 
d i f f e r e n t i a l l y  a c r o s s  groups i n  some c a s e s )  d i d  no t  occur.  
3 The e x p o s i t o r y  n a t u r e  of t h e  composit ion t o p i c s  
promotes c e r t a i n  k inds  of s t r u c t u r e s  (e.g., proposed 
l o c a t i v e s ,  and g e n e r i c  s t a t emen t s  wi th  e x t r a p o s i t i o n  and 
p a s s i v e s )  which might no t  occur t o  t h e  same e x t e n t  i n  
pe r sona l  n a r r a t i v e s  o r  o t h e r  k inds  of w r i t t e n  o r  spoken 
d i scour se .  
( 4 )  The  w r i t i n g  t a s k  encourages t h e  produc t ion  of 
dummy S u b j e c t s  and p a s s i v e s  due t o  a p o s s i b l e  t r a i n i n g  
e f f e c t ,  and t h e s e  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  would l i k e l y  occur l e s s  i n  
o r a l  product ion.  
( 5 )  I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  r epo r t ed  q u a n t i t a t i v e  
d i f f e r e n c e s ,  q u a l i t a t i v e  d i f f e r e n c e s  between o r  a c r o s s  
groups were observed and h igh l igh ted .  
CEAPTER V I  
CONCLUSION 
6.1 I n t r o d u c t i o n  
The r e sea rch  q u e s t i o n s  p re sen ted  i n  Chapter  I and 
Chapter  I11 f o r  t h e  t h e s i s  i n  g e n e r a l  and f o r  t h e  s tudy  
were a s  fol lows:  
(1) What is t h e  e f f e c t  of t h e  independent 
v a r i a b l e s  of L l  (J o r  M)  and p r o f i c i e n c y  
l e v e l  on t h e  dependent v a r i a b l e  of  
s y n t a c t i c i z a t i o n  of Topic? 
(2)  SecondlyI t o  what degree  are t h e s e  e f f e c t s  
a c c u r a t e l y  cap tured  by Ru the r fo rd ' s  (1983) 
model? 
( 3 )  Eow is  t h e  claimed t r a n s f e r  e f f e c t  of Tp 
c o n s i s t e n t  wi th  o t h e r  c o n s t r a i n t s  on language 
development? 
The purpose of t h i s  chap te r  is (1) t o  summarize t h e  
answers t o  t h e s e  ques t ions ;  ( 2 )  t o  s t a t e  t h e  l i m i t a t i o n s  of 
t h e  p r e s e n t  r e sea rch ;  (34 t o  cons ide r  d i r e c t i o n s  which 
f u t u r e  r e sea rch  i n  t h i s  a r e a  might t ake ;  and f i n a l l y ?  
(4) t o  sugges t  p o s s i b l e  pedagogical  i m p l i c a t i o n s  t h a t  can 
be  de r ived  from t h i s  work. 
6.2 Answers t o  t h e  Research Ques t ions  
The f i r s t  r e sea rch  ques t ion  concerns  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  
t h a t  were observed i n  J and M d a t a  which could be  accounted 
f o r ,  i n  p a r t ?  by t y p o l o g i c a l  d i f f e r e n c e s  (assuming t h a t  t h e  
t y p o l o g i c a l  d i s t i n c t i o n s  of L i  and Thompson 1976 and 
Thompson 1978 a r e  v a l i d ) .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  it addres ses  t h e  
i n t e r a c t i o n  of L l  w i th  p ro f i c i ency  l e v e l .  
. Genera l ly  speaking? t h e  f i n d i n g s  r evea l ed  a (non- 
s i g n i f i c a n t )  tendencv f o r  J and M d a t a  t o  t a k e  d i f f e r e n t  
shapes?  such as :  (1) M evidencing more TCs a t  t h e  7a  l e v e l ?  
and of t h o s e ?  more heavy Sub jec t s  t han  J; ( 2 )  J producing 
more e x t r a p o s i t i o n  w i t h  than  M I  and p o s s i b l y  r e l a t e d  t o  
t h i s ,  a l s o  producing more p a s s i v e s  than  M a s  well; ( 3 )  M 
performing more PD than  J ,  and f u ~ t h e r r n o r e ~  gene ra t ing  more 
ve rbs  wi thout  Subject- verb agreement t han  J; and ( 4 )  J, on 
the other handI using about 20% more preposed clauses 
than M. 
Those features reported above appear to be related to 
a large extent to the typological differences that exist 
between a so-called pure Tp language with PWO (i.e., MI, 
and a less pure Tp language (TSp) with both PWO and GriO 
(i.e., J). Eowever~ these tendencies were generally not 
statistically significant, and thusI caution must be 
exercised in interpreting and generalizing them to other 
populations. 
Of course, the theoretical underpinnings of these 
typological assumptions could also be challenged, and one 
could speculate that the lack of significant cross- 
linguistic (cross-typological) differences observed for a 
number of the features analyzed might also suggest that the 
typological distinction between borderline casesI such as J 
(TSp, GWO/PWO), with more strongly typed languagesI such as 
M (Tp, PWO), is marginal and empirically unverifiable. 
There was also some question as to the true effect OC the 
PWO/GWO paradigm on the production of dummy Subjects in IL. 
Regarding the role of proficiencyI there appeared in 
some cases to be an interaction with LII but for the most 
part, it was Ll that was the more robust independent 
variable in terms of a statistically significant main 
effect. To the extent that the TOEFL test yields a 
reliable standardization of scores, and insofar as it 
represents a valid measure of global proficiency that can 
be correlated with an index of syntacticization, this 
finding suggests that the subjects in the present study had 
already reached a level of proficiency beyond which there 
was "free variation" among many of the structures produced. 
Turning to the second research questionI it was 
reported that while Rutherford's (1983) model captured some 
of the syntacticization effects that were hypothesizedI and 
especially so for the sequence proposed in Table 2.1, it 
was less accurate in conceptualizing the development of 
locatives for J (as in Table 2.2). What can be gleaned 
from this is that (1) his model needs to be retestea with a 
wider range of learners (in terms of both Ll and profi- 
ciency level) and using a wider range of modalities (e.g.~ 
spoken, comprehension) as well: and/or (2) his model needs 
to be modified on the basis of quantitative research 
findings. Despite the limited scope of the present study, 
and the ambiguity of some of the results, it was 
recommended that Rutherford's model include a measure of 
Subject-verb agreementI expand the treatmerit of relative 
c l a u s e  format ion ,  and p o s s i b l y ,  r e v i s e  t h e  developmental 
sequence p o s i t e d  f o r  J produc t ion  of l o c a t i v e s  
t o  2a  > 2c > 2b. The development of  e x i s t e n t i a l s  i n  
l o c a t i v e  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  might, i n  f a c t ,  b e  b e s t  incorpora ted  
i n  t h e  l a r g e r  model a s  a  d i f f e r e n t  bu t  r e l a t e d  a s p e c t  of 
e x i s t e n t i a l  development f o r  &th J and M. 
The t h i r d  r e sea rch  ques t ion  was addressed  i n  Chapters 
1 and 11, where it was r epo r t ed  t h a t  f e a t u r e s  a s soc i a t ed  
wi th  Tp and wi th  t h e  so- ca l led  "pragmat ic n o r  "pre- 
s y n t a c t i c n  mode of communication (Givon 1984) were 
observed a c r o s s  a  wide range of developmental  da ta .  
Moreover, t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  i n  P a r t  1 of Chapter  I1 p red ic t ed  
and accounted f o r  t h e  p e r s i s t e n c e  of some k inds  of Tp 
c o n s t r u c t i o n s  (e.g.,  TCs) even a t  h ighe r  l e v e l s  of p r o f i-  
c iency ,  due t o  t h e i r  c o m p a t i b i l i t y  w i th  o t h e r  c o n s t r a i n t s  
and f a c t o r s  i n  language a c q u i s i t i o n  and language 
produc t ion ,  such a s  t h e  pe rcep t ion  of t y p o l o g i c a l  d i s t a n c e  
and of whether a  g iven  ( L l )  s t r u c t u r e  is r e l a t i v e l y  
unmarked, and t h u s  a  " reasonable"  o r  " l o g i c a l "  e n t i t y  i n  
IL.  I t  was noted  t h a t  t h e  f requency of s t r u c t u r e s  i n  L2 or  
IL i n p u t ,  and t h e  c o m p a t i b i l i t y  of  I L  forms with t hese  
s t r u c t u r e s  were o t h e r  f a c t o r s  a f f e c t i n g  t h e  degree  t o  which 
c e r t a i n  forms could be  p r e d i c t e d  t o  occur i n  IL. 
T h i s  background unders tanding of c o n s t r a i n t s  on 
t r a n s f e r  and n a t u r a l  IL development can account  f o r  some of 
t h e  s t r u c t u r e s  observed i n  bo th  J and M d a t a :  e.g., TCs I 
preposed l o c a t i v e s ,  and c l a u s e s  w i t h  a  t o p i c a l i z i n g  
func t ion .  Other c o n s t r u c t i o n s  and o p e r a t i o n s  t h a t  were 
observed,  such a s  PD, e x i s t e n t i a l s  w i th  w, and 
e x t r a p o s i t i o n  wi th  fi were cons idered  more i n d i r e c t  e f f e c t s  
of t h e  g e n e r a l  s e n s i t i v i t y  of t h e  L l s  i n  q u e s t i o n  t o  t h e  
f u n c t i o n s  and bas i cnes s  of Subjec t .  Again, though, many of 
t h e  p r e d i c t i o n s  and exp lana t ions  f o r  t r a n s f e r  e f f e c t s  
advanced i n  Chapter  I1 must be  t e s t e d  w i t h  a  wider range of 
d a t a  i n  t h e  f u t u r e .  
6.3 L i m i t a t i o n s  of t h e  Study 
S e v e r a l  p o i n t s  w i l l  b e  l i s t e d  below a s  l i m i t a t i o n s  of 
t h e  s t u d y  conducted i n  t h i s  t h e s i s .  Most of t h e s e  r e s u l t  
from c o n s t r a i n t s  imposed by "convenience samp1ingrn and 
c o n s t r a i n t s  on t ime  and o t h e r  r e sou rces ,  bu t  none the less I  
they must be recognized a s  p o t e n t i a l  t h r e a t s  t o  t h e  
g e n e r a l i z a b i l i t y  of t h e  f i nd ings .  
1. The smal l  number of s u b j e c t s ,  and sma l l  amount 
of d a t a  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  a n a l y s i s  i n  each 
composition. 
2. D i f f e r ences  i n  sob j e c t s '  expe r i ence  i n  Engl ish ,  
based on l e n g t h  of p rev ious  i n s t r u c t i o n  
( p r i m a r i l y  EFL), and l e n g t h  of r e s idence  i n  
United S t a t e s .  
3. The l i m i t e d  range i n  s u b j e c t s *  p r o f i c i e n c y  
between TOEFL s c o r e s  450-599; t h u s  t h e  r e l a t i v e  
p a u c i t y  of s t r u c t u r e s  produced a t  t h e  lowest  
l e v e l s  of t h e  s y n t a c t i c i z a t i o n  i n d i c e s  used 
here.  
4. P o s s i b l e  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  c o n d i t i o n s  under which 
composit ions were w r i t t e n ,  s i n c e  t h e  d a t a  were 
produced between 1980-1985. 
5. The e f f e c t  of composit ion t o p i c s  on s t r u c t u r e s  
produced. 
6. The d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  p roduc t ion  based on w r i t t e n  
v e r s u s  spoken d i scour se ,  wh i l e  n o t  a problem i n  
r e p l i c a t i n g  RutherÂ£ord t  work, poses  problems 
i n  g e n e r a l i z i n g  t o  o v e r a l l  IL development. 
7. The i n i t i a l  problems i n  i n t e r - r a t e r  r e l i a b i l i t y  
t e s t i n g  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of 
p o t e n t i a l l y  codeable  s t r u c t u r e s  ( p a r t i c u l a r l y  
t r u e  w i t h  p a s s i v e s  and e x t r a p o s i t i o n ) ;  and t h e  
amount of judgment o r  i n f e r e n c i n g  r equ i r ed  i n  
some c a t e g o r i e s  (e -g . ,  7a,  7b) .  
6.4 D i r e c t i o n s  f o r  Fu tu re  Research 
I n  s p i t e  of  t h e  l i m i t a t i o n s  of t h i s  s tudy ,  it paves 
t h e  way f o r  many k inds  of f u t u r e  research .  F i r s t  of a l l ,  
it would be  worthwhile t o  compare t h e  r e p o r t e d  f i n d i n g s  
w i th  an a n a l y s i s  of  on ly  t h e  f i r s t  s en t ence  i n  each of t h e  
composit ions ( a s  Rutherford 1983 d i d )  t o  s e e  whether t h e r e  
were s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  t h e  k i n d s  of s t r u c t u r e s  
produced (e.g.,  heavy Sub jec t s )  based on t h e  r e s p e c t i v e  
methods. 
Secondly, an i n t e r e s t i n g  s tudy  would compare 
spontaneous o r a l  p roduc t ion  wi th  w r i t t e n  produc t ion  d a t a ,  
based on t a s k s  t h a t  were he ld  cons t an t .  One would p r e d i c t  
t h a t  t h e r e  would be more TCs and o t h e r  t o p i c a l i z i n g /  
strategies used in the former caseI and 
higher frequencies of production for dummy 
Subjects, passivesI and Subject-verb agreement in the 
latter case (noteI thoughI that there are some problems 
with determining agreement in oral production due to the 
possibility of confounding IL phonological variables). , 
A third kind of study would examine the longitudinal 
development of syntacticization in J and M ESL, from very 
low proficiency levels (as in Huebner's 1982 study). 
Related to this, the variable of naturalistic versus 
instructed acquisition (plus or minus literacy) would be an 
interesting factor to examine; one could hypothesize 
differences across language learning type in the 
syntacticization processesI the speed of development, and 
so on. That isI with the intervention of explicit 
instruction, learners might acquire the coding and 
behavioral properties of Subjects more quickly than 
naturalistic acquirers. This research question couldI of 
courseI be addressed in a cross-sectional design as wellI 
although perhaps not as satisfactorily as with a longitu- 
dinal design. 
FOUrthr although in the present research J and M 
Served as control groups for each otherI future work should 
compare J and M production with other groups of learners 
(and possibly with normative Ll production data as well). 
For exampleI using the Tp/Sp typological distinctionI it 
would be useful to examine more closely cross- 
linguiStic/typological differences across the four proposed 
combinations: TpI TSpI SpI and -TSp. One problem in 
dealing with research involving learners of -TSp languages 
(e-gaI TagalogI Ilocano) is that there is much theoretical 
controversy among linguists as to the-status of the notions 
of SubjectI Topic, PRO-drop" and so on in languages of this 
type; at the same timeI IL analyses of learners with these 
Lls might shed light on some of the issues. 
Lastly, as more SLA research turns to investigations 
of IL development in languages other than EnglishI it will 
be interesting to examine differences in developmental 
stages and strategies observed inI sayI speakers of an Sp 
Ll faced with the task of learning a Tp L2, or speakers of 
a Tp Ll learning a TSp L21 and so forth. It would be 
necessary in such studies, as in the present endeavorI to 
formulate predictions based on markedness theoryI psycho- 
typological factorsI tendencies toward transparencyI and so 
on, such that the processes were not just assumed to be 
bidirectional from a given Ll to ESL and from English Ll to 
a given L2. 
6.5 Pedagogical  Imp l i ca t ions  
The f i n a l  d i s c u s s i o n  of t h i s  c h a p t e r  concerns  t h e  need 
t o  s p e c i f y  t h e  va lue  of t h i s  a r e a  of r e sea rch  f o r  L2 
t eache r s .  F i r s t ,  p r e sen t ing  d e s c r i p t i o n s ,  exp lana t ions ,  
and p r e d i c t i o n s  f o r  t h e  k inds  of p roces ses  l e a r n e r s  w i l l  
use  a s  t hey  g r a d u a l l y  s y n t a c t i c i z e  an I L  grammar should 
he lp  t e a c h e r s  t o  understand no t  on ly  why l e a r n e r s  produce 
what t h e y  do, bu t  a l s o  how t h e i r  p roduc t ion  is p a r t  of a  
much l a r g e r  IL system i n  which t h e r e  a r e  many i n t e r r e l a t e d  
components. Thus, PRO-drop, a r t i c l e  d e l e t i o n ,  and TCs a r e  
t o  be viewed a s  c l o s e l y  r e l a t e d  f e a t u r e s  which might co- 
occur i n  IL i n  a  h igh ly  sys temat ized  way ( r e c a l l  Huebner 
1979).  The same has  been claimed of e x t r a p o s i t i o n  and 
e x i s t e n t i a l s  (Schachter  and Ruther ford  1979, and Rutherford 
1983) .  Again, w i t h  t h i s  knowledge, and wi th  some back- 
ground as t o  t h e  u n i v e r s a l  n a t u r e  of many of t h e s e  
developmental  p rocesses ,  a  t e a c h e r  w i l l  be more aware of 
l e a r n e r s '  s t r a t e g i e s  and progress .  
With regard  t o  s p e c i f i c  s t e p s  t e a c h e r s  might t a k e  t o  
speed up t h e  s y n t a c t i c i z a t i o n  p roces s ,  t h e r e  is much t h a t  
r e s e a r c h e r s  have y e t  t o  l e a r n  and t o  c o n t r i b u t e  i n  t h i s  
a rea .  However, it can be assumed t h a t  w i th  a  focus  on 
communication and d i scou r se- leve l  language use  ( a s  opposed 
t o  a  focus  a t  t h e  l e v e l  of l ex i con  o r  i s o l a t e d  s e n t e n c e s ) ,  
l e a r n e r s  w i l l  be exposed t o  d i scou r se- leve l  s y n t a c t i c  
dev ices  i n  t h e  L2, and t o  how d i s c o u r s e  coherence is 
p o s s i b l e  through c o r r e c t  use  of s y n t a c t i c i z e d  Topics. 
Rutherford (1977),  f o r  example, o u t l i n e s  e x e r c i s e s  i n  which 
l e a r n e r s  must connect  an assor tment  of  s en t ences  
( p r o p o s i t i o n s )  i n  such a  way t h a t  g iven  and new informat ion  
m u s t  b e  i d e n t i f i e d  and r e f l e c t e d  i n  t h e  c o r r e c t  cho ice  of 
s en t ences  which make up a t e x t .  
While 'it is n o t  c l e a r  what e f f e c t  e x p l i c i t  language 
i n s t r u c t i o n  might have wi th  regard  t o  t h e  development of  
Subject-verb agreement, dummy Sub jec t  use ,  and s o  on, it is 
f a i r l y  obvious t h a t  by c o n t e x t u a l i z i n g  l e a r n e r s '  language 
p r a c t i c e ,  they  w i l l  have more r e a l i s t i c  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  t o  
g e n e r a t e  and i n t e r a c t  w i th  language a t  t h e  d i scourse-  
s y n t a c t i c  l e v e l ;  t h i s  w i l l  a l s o  g i v e  them o p p o r t u n i t i e s  t o  
produce t h e  range of s t r u c t u r e s  examined by Givon (1984) 
r e l a t e d  t o  e s t a b l i s h i n g  and main ta in ing  Topics i n  
d i scou r se .  
There is  much t o  be l ea rned  by app l i ed  l i n g u i s t s  and 
by c lassroom t e a c h e r s  concerning t h e  r o l e  and e f f e c t s  of 
e x p l i c i t  (pedagogical)  grammar i n s t r u c t i o n  and of d i f f e r e n t  
types  of classroom i n t e r a c t i o n  i n  SLA. L i k e w i s e ,  t h e r e  a r e  
many a s p e c t s  r e l a t e d  t o  the  processes  and c o n s t r a i n t s  i n  I L  
development t h a t  need t o  be explored f u r t h e r .  The research 
undertaken i n  t h i s  t h e s i s  r ep resen t s  an attempt t o  
understand some of these  f a c t o r s  i n  SLA a l i t t l e  b e t t e r .  
NOTES 
1 
T h i s  t e x t  is taken from t h e  l i n g u i s t i c s  term paper  of  
a  J apanese  u n i v e r s i t y  s t u d e n t  who, a t  t h e  time, was 
u n f a m i l i a r  w i t h  e i t h e r  Ru the r fo rd ' s  work o r  t h e  p r e s e n t  
s tudy .  It seemed c l e a r  t h a t  t h e  phenomenon t h e  w r i t e r  was 
d e s c r i b i n g  was l i n k e d  with  t h a t  under s c r u t i n y  here ,  
a l though  t h e  g e n e r a l  con tex t  of  h i s  d i s c u s s i o n  is more 
concerned wi th  problems of d i s c o u r s e  p lanning  i n  
spontaneous o r a l  n a r r a t i v e .  
The g i s t  of  t h e  i n t r o s p e c t i o n  is s t r i k i n g l y  s i m i l a r  t o  
a  phenomenon which Chafe (1976) has  documented. Chafe (pp. 
51-53), c i t i n g  examples from Caddo, an Amerindian language 
spoken i n  Oklahoma, addresses  t h e  problem of p rocess ing  
c o n s t r a i n t s  on unplanned d i s c o u r s e ,  and t h e  r e s u l t i n g  
h e s i t a t i o n  phenomenon (and TCs): 
I would suppose t h a t  because of t h i s  mutual 
in te rdependence  [of cho ice  of c a s e  frame f o r  a  
s e n t e n c e  and cho ice  of one noun included i n  t h e  
case frame a s  Subjec t  of t h e  s en t ence ] ,  a  
speake r  is a b l e  t o  th ink  s imul taneous ly  of t h e  
most e f f e c t i v e  framework of c a s e s  t o  express  what 
h e  has  i n  mind and t h e  most e f f e c t i v e  way t o  
package it i n  terms of s u b j e c t .  It is n o t  unusual ,  
however, f o r  speakers  t o  d e p a r t  from t h i s  
s i m u l t a n e i t y  by c h o o s i n g ~ a n d  i n  f a c t  u t t e r ing- -  
t h e  s u b j e c t  b e f o r e  t h e  case frame has  been chosen. 
. . . One might t h ink  of c a l l i n g  such premature ly  
chosen s u b j e c t s  t o p i c s ,  o r  even s p e c u l a t i n g  t h a t  
t h e  o r i g i n  of t o p i c s  as d i s t i n c t  from s u b j e c t s  
l ies  i n  t h i s  k ind  of a b e r r a t i o n  i n  t h e  t iming of 
t h e  p roces ses  of s en t ence  c o n s t r u c t i o n .  I n  s h o r t ,  
a t o p i c  would be--or might have o r i g i n a t e d  a s Ã ‘  
s u b j e c t  which is chosen t o o  soon and n o t  smoothly 
i n t e g r a t e d  i n t o  t h e  fol lowing sen tence .  
I n  such an a n a l y s i s ,  it would be  much more l i k e l y  t o  
f i n d  such " h e s i t a t i o n n  phenomena and r e s u l t a n t  TCs i n  
c o n v e r s a t i o n a l  d i s c o u r s e  than  w r i t t e n ;  however, Rutherford 
(1983).  who examined w r i t t e n  d i s c o u r s e ,  d e s c r i b e s  Japanese- 
ESL development i n  terms of t h e  development of  e x i s t e n t i a l s  
(and s y n t a c t i c i z e d  Sub jec t s )  ou t  of  preposed l o c a t i v e s  wi th  
a  t o p i c a l i z i n g  func t ion ,  a s  i n  t h e  example c i t e d  here .  
2 
Magretta (1977:149-151) distinguishes Topic marking as 
"weakm# "intermediate" and "strongIU as the following 
classification illustrates: 
I& m c  Markinq 
1. Deep structure subject 
John bought the records. 
Jntermediate 
1. Passive (NP preposing) 
The cows were milked by the farmer. 
2. Subject raising 
That amplifier appeared to be defective. 
3. movement 
Sonatas are easy to play on the violin. 
This violin is easy to play sonatas on. 
4. Extraposition 
It was a waste of time to grade those papers. 
5. Cleft sentence 
It was J3ck who broke his arm. 
Strong To~ic Markinq 
Topicalization 
These letters we havenot looked at yet. 
Left dislocation and As-fo~ phrase 
(As for) that movie, I know you wonot like it. 
VP preposing 
(She wanted to pass the exam#) and pass it she 
has. 
Participle preposing 
Sitting in the corner was the chairman-elect. 
Comparative s~bstitution 
More important has been the growth of the economy. 
Negative constituent preposing 
Never have I seen such a crowd. 
7. D i r e c t i o n a l  adverb preposing 
O u t  of t h e  house s tepped t h e  h e a v i l y  d i s g u i s e d  midget. 
8. P r e p o s i t i o n a l  phrase  s u b s t i t u t i o n  
I n  t h e  box s a t  a t i n y  k i t t e n .  
9. Adverb d i s l o c a t i o n  
On s e v e r a l  evenings we saw John a t  t h e  l i b r a r y .  
3 
Apparent lyl  i n  some d i a l e c t s  of  Engl i sh  t h e s e  
c o n s t r u c t i o n s  a r e  n o t  uncommonl however. 
4 
Mallinson and Blake (1981:151) p o i n t  o u t  t h a t  due t o  
p roces s ing  c o n s t r a i n t s  and shor t- term memory, t h e  u n i v e r s a l  
tendency a c r o s s  languages  is f o r :  
(a)  more t o p i c a l  ( a s  opposed t o  non- top ica l )  m a t e r i a l  
t o  appear a t  t h e  beginning of t h e  c l a u s e ;  i .e . ,  t h e  "Topic- 
to- the-Leftn p r i n c i p l e .  
(b) heav ie r  m a t e r i a l  ( a s  opposed t o  l i g h t e r )  t o  appear 
a t  t h e  end of t h e  c l a u s e ;  i . e . ,  t h e  n13eavy-to-the-Rightn 
p r i n c i p l e .  
5 
Gordon (1985) a l s o  d i s c u s s e s  t h e  form- to- function 
r e l a t i o n s h i p  of c o n d i t i o n a l s  i n  a  c a s e  s t u d y  of a Japanese  
l e a r n e r  of ESL. She n o t e s  t h a t  t h e  l e a r n e r  i n  q u e s t i o n  had 
acqui red  some of t h e  c o n d i t i o n a l  f u n c t i o n s  of fi c l a u s e s  
b e f o r e  c e r t a i n  o thers !  and meanwhile, used c o n s t r u c t i o n s  
t o  accomplish o t h e r  d i s c o u r s e  f u n c t i o n s  a s  w e l l .  
6 
obse rva t ion  t o  P ro fe s so r  Jeanne  Gibson. 
APPENDIX A 
Ih'TER-mTER RELIABILITY TESTING 
1. T- uni ts  
A T-unit is def ined  by Hunt (1977:93) as: 
a  s i n g l e  main c l a u s e  (o r  independent c l a u s e ,  i f  
you wish) p l u s  whatever o t h e r  s u b o r d i n a t e  c l a u s e s  
o r  non- clauses a r e  a t t a c h e d  t o ,  o r  embedded 
wi th in ,  t h a t  one main c l ause .  
The con junc t ions  U, a s t a r t  new T- uni ts ,  
un l e s s  t h e  fo l lowing  T-unit has  a Sub jec t  which is e l l i p t e d  
through coo rd ina t ion  with  t h e  p rev ious  sentence.  Any 
subord ina to r s ,  such a s  because,  s i n c e ,  m, which 
in t roduce  a d j u n c t s  o r  s u b o r d i n a t e  c l a u s e s  t o  t h e  main 
c l a u s e ,  a r e  n o t  considered p a r t  o f  a  new T-unit u n l e s s  they 
a r e  bounded by t e rmina l  pun tua t ion  from t h e  main c l ause .  
Even i f  t h e  r e s u l t i n g  T-unit would be  cons idered  a fragment 
i n  Standard Engl ish ,  i f  i t  c o n t a i n s  a  ve rb  and i t  has  t h e  
form of a  sen tence ,  . it w i l l  be counted a s  a  T-unit.  I n  a  
coordinate c o n s t r u c t i o n  i n  which t h e  second succes s ive  
Sub jec t  is n o t  c o r e f e r e n t i a l  t o  t h e  f i r s t ,  o r  is e l l i p t e d  
when it should no t  be, t h e  second c l a u s e  c a n b e  considered 
an independent T-unit (wi th  Pro-drop). 
A s  Hunt (1970:4) wr i t e s :  
t h e  T-unit is  minimal and terminable .  Any complex 
o r  s imple  s en t ence  would b e  one T- unit,  bu t  any 
compound o r  compound-complex sen tence  would 
c o n s i s t  of two o r  more T- units .  
This  convent ion is  i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  Hunt (1970:4-5) by t h e  
fo l lowing  example of coding: 
I l i k e  t h e  movie we saw about Moby D i c k  t h e  whi te  
whale / t h e  c a p t a i n  s a i d  i f  you can k i l l  t h e  wh i t e  
whale Moby ~ i c k  I w i l l  g i v e  t h i s  go ld  t o  t h e  one 
t h a t  can do it / and it is worth s i x t e e n  d o l l a r s  / 
t h e y  t r i e d  and t r i e d  / but  wh i l e  t hey  were t r y i n g  
they  k i l l e d  a whale and used t h e  o i l  f o r  t h e  lamps / 
t hey  almost  caught t h e  whale / 
Another example, from ESL l e a r n e r s ,  is a s  fol lows:  
(1) I n  China, many k ind  of TV p r o g r m  showing / 
(2 )  and t h e  c h i l d r e n  watching them. / ( 3 )  Because 
can l e a r n  many t h i n g s  from Tv./ ( 4 )  [ Sometimes 
t h e  mothers,  big. t r o u b l e  w i t h  c h i l d r e n  watching 
TV.] (5)  Can' t  g e t  t h e  c h i l d r e n  t o  do h i s  
homewo~k / ( 6 )  and l i k e  t o  make t h e i r  mothers 
angry sometimes./ 
Numbers ( 1 1 ,  (21, ( 3 ) ,  and (5 )  a r e  cons ide red  s e p a r a t e  
T- uni ts  above. Number (41, however, is n o t  cons ide red  a T- 
u n i t  because it does n o t  c o n t a i n  a ve rb  (on ly  a nominal 
p r e d i c a t e ) .  Therefore ,  i t  is counted a s  a non- syntac t ic  
u n i t  (NS) and is  t a l l i e d  s e p a r a t e l y .  Only t h o s e  NSs 
which occur w i th in  t h e  twelve T- uni ts  analyzed per  
composit ion w i l l  be  t a l l i e d .  (6)  is an example of a T-unit 
wi th  nu l l- Subjec t ,  s i n c e  t h e  l o g i c a l  S u b j e c t  i n  (6 )  is 
s h i l d r e n ,  whereas t h a t  of ( 5 )  is mothers. 
Codinq: Mark T- uni ts  w i th  s l a s h e s  / /, and non- syntact ic  
u n i t s  (NSs) wi th  square  b r a c k e t s  [ 1. 
**By convent ion,  code complex sen tences  wi th  more than  one 
independent c l a u s e  a s  fol lows:  
Iie s a i d  t h a t  he wanted t o  buy a b i k e  / and he  was 
going t o  do s o  inunediately. / John w i l l  go  home / 
and flary w i l l  go t o  work i f  i t  ra ins . /  
. 
T h i s  r e f e r s  t o  s en t ence  or  c l a u s e  i n i t i a l  l o c a t i v e s ,  
w i th  t h e  p r e p o s i t i o n  b o r  an e l l i p t e d  p r e p o s i t i o n  a. I n  
t h e  case of t h e  e l l i p t e d  p r e p o s i t i o n ,  t h e r e  m u s t  be  
evidence t h a t  t h e  l o c a t i v e  element is n o t  a grammatical 
Sub jec t ;  i .e . ,  i f  t h e r e  is a pause between it and t h e  
p r e d i c a t e ,  o r  o f t e n  t h e  ve rb  i n s t e a d  of &, it can be 
cons idered  more t h e  Topic than  t h e  Subjec t .  Cons t ruc t ions  
l i k e  "Japan has  . . ." a r e  Sub jec t- pred ica t e s ,  and a r e  no t  
counted here. 
(1) Japan,  g o t  l o t  of problem nowadays. 
' (2)  I n  China i n  t h e  c i t y  g o t  t h i s  k ind of problem. (3 )  I n  my country ,  h a s n ' t  army, navy and a i r  fo rce .  
( 4 )  I n  t h i s  c a s e  is one is s a y  t h a t  t e l e v i s i o n  is good. ( 5 )  I n  my family,  work hard everyday. 
Codinq: above t h e  nominal ( i n - W ) ,  w r i t e  2a. 
Note: Sometimes t h e r e  is t h e  problem of dec id ing  what 
whether an element is l o c a t i v e  o r  not .  NPs such a s  
and fami lv  can be cons idered  a b s t r a c t  l o c a t i v e s I  and w i l l  
t h u s  b e  inc luded  i n  t h i s  category.  Temporals such a s  
mI childhoodI wI and i u t u r ~  w i l l  be coded 
s e p a r a t e l y  a s  2aa i f  they  occur a s  TopicsI  o r  wi th  t h e  
p r e p o s i t i o n  b; they a r e  coded because they  a r e  
s t r u c t u r a l l y  similar and have much t h e  same pragmatic 
f u n c t i o n  a s  l o c a t i v e s  i n  t h a t  t h e y  frame t h e  p r e d i c a t i o n .  
2.b. Loca t ive  wi th  + sen tence  wi th  t h e r e  o r  NP 
I n  t h e s e  s en t ences I  t h e r e  is an i n i t i a l  l o c a t i v e  and 
t h i s  is followed by a main c l a u s e  w i t h  a Sub jec t  and 
p r e d i c a t e .  
(1) I n  Japan; wi fe  is expected t o  s t a y  a t  home 
t o  t a k e  c a r e  of ch i ld ren .  
(2 )  I n  Japan people  a r e  expected t o  a c t  a s  o t h e r s  
do. 
( 3 )  I n  JapanI many people ,  both  men and womenI 
smoke it wherever they  a r e .  
( 4 )  I n  America, t h e r e  a r e  many k inds  of people.  
Coding: Above t h e  l o c a t i v e  ph ra se I  mark 2b. Again, any 
s i m i l a r  t y p e s  of c o n s t r u c t i o n s  i n  which t h e  i n i t i a l  ph ra se  
is a temporal  r a t h e r  than a l o c a t i v e I  bu t  r e f l e c t s  t h e  same 
p a t t e r n I  e-g., ' In f u t u r e I  we . . . I '  can be coded 2bb. Do 
n o t  code " I n  my opinion, '  n I n  my viewI' o r  m I n  a d d i t i o n I n  
thoughI as e i t h e r  type ;  t h e s e  a r e  i d i o m a t i c  o r  formulaic .  
Note: m e  expres s ions  may be double-coded as 2b ( o r  2bb) 
and a c a t e g o r y  i n  s e c t i o n  7 I  i f  it is approp r i a t e .  
2.c. E x i s t e n t i a l  + VP + l o c a t i v e  
For t h i s  ca tegory ,  t h e r e  is an i n i t i a l  ph ra se  
fol lowed by a l o c a t i v e .  Usually t h e r e  is followed by a BE 
verb ,  bu t  sometimes i n  IL usageI it w i l l  be  followed by 
h m .  Again, any o t h e r  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  which do n o t  conform 
e x a c t l y  t o  t h i s  s t r u c t u r e  ( tempora l s )  can be coded 2cc. 
(1) There were always many people  l i v i n g  i n  t h e  
smal l  town surrounded by mountains and had no 
way t o  communicate w i th  o the r s .  
( 2 )  e r e  is no b i r d  i n  t h e  t r e e  t h i s  morning. 
( 3 )  There a r e  many kinds  of f i s h e s  i n  t h e  s e a  of 
t h e  world. 
(4 )  Because, t h e r e  a r e  many Japanese  i n  U.S.C. 
( 5 )  There a r e  many o l d  famous temples  and s h r i n e s  
i n  Kyoto. 
Coding2 u n d e r l i n e  t h e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  and code it with  
2c. 
Note: Cons t ruc t ions  coded 2 c  ( o r  2cc) may a l s o  be double 
coded i n  s e c t i o n  7. 
3. S e n t e n c e- i n i t i a l  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  
S e n t e n c e- i n i t i a l  means t h a t  t h e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  
precedes  t h e  main c l a u s e ;  indeed, i n  some t e x t s ,  you w i l l  
f i n d  t h a t  l e a r n e r s  c o n s i s t e n t l y  s e p a r a t e  t h e  U c l a u s e  and 
t h e  main c l a u s e  a s  two s e p a r a t e  s en t ences ,  and t h e r e f o r e ,  
by convent ion,  two s e p a r a t e  T- units .  However, f o r  our 
purposes ,  t h e  c l a u s e  need n o t  b e  i n  t h e  same T-unit a s  
t h e  main c l a u s e ,  b u t  it must p recede  t h e  main c l ause .  
Clauses  w i th  even a o r  y&& can b e  included.  
(1) If YOU can t each  a s t u d e n t  i n  t h e i r  
p r e f e r e n c e  way; I t h ink  t h a t ' s  t h e  b e s t  way 
t o  teach .  
( 2 )  If we don ' t  walk t h i s  course ,  we a r e  t r e a t e d  
- a s  a d i f f e r e n t  type  of persons .  
(3 )  I f  people  know a t  l e a s t  one f o r e i g n  language,  
t hey  can make communication w i t h  f o r e i g n e r s .  
( 4 )  If t h e  popu la t ion  of t h e  E a r t h  con t inues  t o  
i n c r e a s e  a t  t h e  p r e s e n t  r a t e ,  it is 
i n e v i t a b l e  t h a t  we w i l l  become overpopulated 
t o  suppor t  l i f e .  
Codinq: c i r c l e  t h e  and pu t  a n3n above it. 
4. Sentence-initial constuction 
The same coding convention applies to n h e ~  as to S.  
(1) But when it comes to the daily home life, the 
problem of this subject-object, or inside- 
outside, has a great meaning. 
(2) When the industrial revolution came up to obr 
world, men started to work outside of their 
home and earn money from the firm. 
( 3 )  Even when I go to the movie, I have to see 
advertising of restaurant, department store, 
clothes, and etc. before the movie starts. 
(4) When I was in eighth grade, I was a bad 
student. 
codinq: circle and put a '4" above it. 
5. Extraposition with sentence (or main-clause)-initial fi 
This category may be rather inferential in learners' 
production, but generally, extraposition refers to the 
movement of a 'heavyn Subject such as a L&&-clause or 
infinitival Subject to postverbal position, and in its 
place the dummy pronoun ~ appears in pre-verbal position. 
(1) So, it is very hard to say that "What is the 
best way to study?' 
(2) Moreover, it is necessary to recognize 
problems exists in families today in order to 
explain the ideal role of a wife. 
( 3 )  It is considered not manly if he cares much 
about his children or family in Japan. 
(4) It is hoped to develop the unfamiliar kinds 
of fishes. 
Codinq: underline the a (adjl expression and above it, 
code it with "5'. 
Note: Some of the signals of this category are the 
phrases: 'it is necessary/advisable/important/p~ssible 
{for. . . to, that. . . 1".  
*Ex t rapos i t i on  is desc r ibed  l i n g u i s t i c a l l y  a s  f0110wS 
(Baker 1978:43) : 
x - [S] - Y 
NP 
1 2 3 
==> 1, 3 + 2 ( o p t i o n a l )  
T h i s  t r a n s f o r m a t i o n  is exempl i f ied  i n  t h e  fo l lowing  a-b 
p a i r s :  
a. That Fred won a p r i z e  amazed me. 
b. I t  amazed me t h a t  Fred won a p r i z e .  
a. That Fred might win was b e l i e v e d  by John. 
b. I t  was be l i eved  by John t h a t  Fred might win. 
a. For t h e  Red Sox t o  l o s e  now would annoy t h e  
r e p o r t e r s .  
b. I t  would annoy t h e  r e p o r t e r s  f o r  t h e  Red Sox t o  
l o s e  now. 
'These p a i r s  of  s en t ences  i l l u s t r a t e  a g e n e r a l  
r e g u l a r i t y  Of English: whenever we have a  
s en t ence  whose s u b j e c t  is a s e n t e n t i a l  complement, 
t h e r e  is a  corresponding sen tence  i n  which 
appears  a s  t h e  s u b j e c t  and t h e  complement appears  
a t  t h e  end." (Baker 1978:143) 
6. True p a s s i v e s  
These a r e  d i s t i n g u i s h e d  from pseudo- passives,  such a s  
a r e  found i n  7a-8, below. They a r e  n o t  " t r u e"  i n  t h e  s ense  
t h a t  t hey  a r e  t a r g e t l i k e ,  however. J u s t  t o  b e  conse rva t ive ,  
we w i l l  count on ly  t h o s e  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  w i th  o v e r t  BE (no t  
HAVE) p l u s  t h e  p a s t  p a r t i c i p l e  (+/- -en) ;  t h e  & phrase  
need n o t  appear.  
(1) H e  was decided t o  be  k i l l e d  ( 2  p a s s i v e s ) .  
(2)  S p e c i a l l y  i n  t h e  developing c o u n t r i e s  i n  
A f r i c a  and Eas t  A s i a ,  t h e  prominent tendency 
overpopulated is seen.  
(3 )  A f t e r  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of Nal thus ,  t h e  problem 
of popu la t ion  has been thought t o  b e  ve ry  
important .  
( 4 )  A husband is  expected t o  main ta in  h i s  p r i d e  
a s  a  l e a d e r  of  h i s  family .  
u q :  Underl ine  t h e  p a s s i v e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  and code it 
wi th  "6=* 
Note t h a t  he re  we a r e  t e s t i n g  f o r  a p p l i c a t i o n  of t h e  
fo l lowing  PASSIVE r u l e  (Baker 1978:102-03): 
N P - A U X - V - E @ - X  
1 2 3 4 5 ,  
-- -> 4 ,  2, & + + 3 ,  O r  5 + by + 1 ( o p t i o n a l )  
as in:  
a. S a l l y  amused t h e  t eache r .  
b. The t eache r  was amused by S a l l y ,  
7.a. Topic-Comment: NP-fl-VP 
T h i s  ca t ego ry  inc ludes  Topics  and =heavy S u b j e c t s m,  
namely, s en t ences  which s e r v e  a s  S u b j e c t s ,  bu t  g e n e r a l l y  
which do n o t  r e f l e c t  t a r g e t l i k e  usage. I n f i n i t i v e s  and 
gerunds se rv ing  a s  S u b j e c t s  i n  a  t a r g e t l i k e  way a r e  c l a s s e d  
i n  7.f .  I n  some cases ,  t h e  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  w i l l  no t  have a  
verb,  bu t  r a t h e r ,  j u s t  a  p r e d i c a t e  (e.g.,  a d j e c t i v e ) .  Thus 
they  a r e  NSs (non- syntact ic  u n i t s )  as opposed t o  T- units ,  
bu t  t h e y  may b e  t h e  c l e a r e s t  c a s e s  of t h i s  Topic-Comment 
cons t ruc t ion .  Because t h i s  ca t ego ry  is ,  s t r i c t l y  speaking,  
NP-,0-VP, t h e  i n i t i a l  ph ra se  should  be an NP ( o r  a  
s e n t e n t i a l  NP) . I n  Engl ish ,  we have t o p i c a l i z i n g  
exp res s ions  Â£o NPs such a s  'As f o r  x r n  o r  =Concerning y," 
and t h e s e  can be included i n  t h e  NP ca tegory ;  " a s  t o  NP" 
w i l l  be  t r e a t e d  i n  t h e  same way as " a s  Â£o NP*" 
With o t h e r  express ions ,  such as p r e p o s i t i o n a l  phrases ,  
though, we had b e t t e r  code t h e  s t r u c t u r e  a s  a s l i g h t l y  
d i f f e r e n t  type;  thus ,  w e  w i l l  code PP-,J%-VP a s  7aa,  by 
convention.  Below a r e  examples of 7a:  
(1) Take good p h y s i c a l  c a r e  o f  themselves is ve ry  
important  (heavy S u b j e c t ) .  
( 2 )  Women go out of home and look f o r  a job a r e  
u sua l  today. 
(3)  "A l i f e  is compared t o  book, a wise read it 
c a r e f u l l y  but  a  f o o l  j u s t  read it 
u n c o n c e n t r a t e l ~ . ~  s a i d  by German p r i e s t ,  Lee. 
( 4 )  A man chooses a  wi fe  is a  man's bus iness .  
( 5 )  Of cour se  h i s  honest  o r  n o t ,  s e l f  con f iden t  
o r  n o t ,  gen tee r  manners o r  n o t ,  is very  
important .  
( 6 )  #Those who s i n c e r e l y  wish t o  s t u d y  should be 
given t h e  f i r s t  chance f o r  c o l l e g e  en t rance ,  
r e g a r d l e s s  of sex." is my opinion.  
(7) A s  a w i f e  i n  a family  a c t s  a very  important  
ro le .  
(8 )  Host of food which is served  i n  such 
r e s t a u r a n t  have cooked a l r eady .  
(9 )  Chiangls  food m u s t  make i n  t h e  k i t c h e n  of t h e  
r e s t a u r a n t  bu t  Mar ty rs  food could make i n  h i s  
house. 
Note t h a t  (8 )  and (9)  look l i k e  t h e y  a r e  a t t empt s  a t  
pa s s ives ;  bu t  i n  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e ,  t h e y  a r e  s i n g l e d  ou t  a s  
Topic-Comment c o n s t r u c t i o n s  i n  which t h e  Sub jec t  has been 
d e l e t e d  ( t h e r e f o r e ,  t h e s e  a r e  t h e  "pseudo- passivesn.)  a 
Notice  a l s o  t h a t  many times t h e  nheavy S u b j e c t n  o r  Topic i s  
a quota t ion .  I t  is d i f f i c u l t  t o  d e f i n e  Topics i n  an 
o p e r a t i o n a l i z a b l e  way ( c f .  L i  and Thompson 19761, bu t  i f  
you f i n d  t h a t  t h e  i n i t i a l  NP d o e s n rt  make sense  a s  i ts 
Subjec t  (e.g., it is c l e a r l y  ungrammatical ) ,  a l though t h e  
p r e d i c a t e  is a comment about i t  (e.g. ,  #7 above) ,  it is 
probably t h e  Topic. More obvious c a s e s  a r e  where t h e r e  i s  
no ve rb  between t h e  Topic NP and t h e  Comment about it. 
(e.g., My house warm). 
Codinq: unde r l i ne  t h e  TOPIC c o n s t r u c t i o n  and code it a s  
7a. 
For i n t e r - r a t e r  r e l i a b l i l i t y  purposes ,  i gno re  NP fragments 
of t h e  type: "m example a e  doas.  There a r e  many dogs 
a t  my house.' These w i l l  be analyzed a s  s p e c i a l  k inds  of 
Topic-Comments, bu t  no t  here. Also, i g n o r e  d i scou r se  
markers such a s  " A t  f i r s t , "  nSecond,n and *Last." 
Again, n o t e  t h a t  t h e r e  w i l l  be  ve ry  s i m i l a r  t ypes  of 
c o n s t r u c t i o n s  i n  which t h e  i n i t i a l  element (TOPIC) is not  
an NP, bu t  is a PP. This  is an obvious a t tempt  a t  t r y i n g  
t o  express  t h e  Topic case .  (e.g.,  nm b o o k ~ ,  l i k e  nove ls  
b e s t n ) ;  code t h e s e  a s  7aa. 
7.b. Topic-Comment NP-NP-VP 
These a r e  l e f t - d i s l o c a t i o n s  and double  Sub jec t  
c o n s t r u c t i o n s .  Often they  a r e  in t roduced  wi th  t h e  
exp res s ions  " A s  f o r n  o r  " C ~ n c e r n i n g * ~  I f  t h e  Topic is not  
an NP i n  t h e  u sua l  t ype  of Topic c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  b u t  r a t h e r ,  
a  p r e p o s i t i o n a l  ph ra se  which s e r v e s  t h e  same f u n c t i o n  
(e.g., book% I l i k e  nove ls  b e s t " ) ,  code it as 7bb. 
A l o t  of people ,  they  know how t o  t a k e  good 
p h y s i c a l  c a r e  by themselves. 
Homework, it is n o t  a  good th ing .  
Older person,  Katsu changed my l i f e  
s i g n i f i c a n t l y .  
We, women inc lud ing  me a r e  expected t o  be  
good mothers. (Not ice  t h e  second NP has  no 
c o m a  fo l lowing  it; imagine t h e  reverse :  
women inc lud ing  me, we a r e  expected t o  be  
good mothers,  which is an even c l e a r e r  c a s e ) .  
A s  f o r  books, I l i k e  novels  b e s t .  
. 
u n d e r l i n e  t h e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  ( i . e .  TOPIC) and code 
7.c. E x i s t e n t i a l  w - V - N P - V P  
T h i s  is a  t y p e  of c o n s t r u c t i o n  w i t h  an e x i s t e n t i a l  
p l u s  a v e r b  p h r a s e  wi th  what appears  t o  b e  a  r e l a t i v e  
c l a u s e  wi thout  a  r e l a t i v e  pronoun ( a l s o  cons idered  a  s e r i a l  
v e r b ) .  
(1) There a r e  a  smal l  amount of  peop le  g e t  
marr ied i n  t h e i r  teenage. 
( 2 )  A man w i l l  be o ld ,  t h e r e  a r e  many t h i n g s  w i l l  
be  d i f f e r e n t .  
( 3 )  During t h e  p a s t  100 yea r s ,  t h e r e  were hundred 
of wars happened a l l  around t h e  world. 
Coding: Under l ine  t h e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  and code it 7 ~ .  
Note t h a t  'w is meant t o  be an e x p l e t i v e ,  and n o t  an 
adve rb i a l .  T h i s  t rans format ion  i n  Engl i sh  is gene ra t ed  by 
t h e  fo l lowing  "THERE INSERTION" r u l e  (Baker 1978:159): 
NP - Aux - - Prep P 
1 2 3 4 
==> w, 2 t 1, 4 ( o p t i o n a l )  
a. A f l y  is  i n  t h e  SOUP. 
b. There is a f l y  i n  t h e  Soup. 
7.d. E x i s t e n t i a l  -BE NP-to VP 
Thi s  is another  e x i s t e n t i a l  c o n s t r u c t i o n  with  a 
d i f f e r e n t  k ind of a t t empt  made t o  produce ( o r  avoid?)  a 
r e l a t i v e  c l ause :  an i n f i n i t i v e .  
(1) There is no  way t o  g i v e  some d isadvantage  
women i n  g e t t i n g  i n t o  co l l ege .  
(2 )  There a r e  many elements t o  main ta in  a 
s u c c e s s f u l  marriage.  
( 3 )  r e  is a l r e a d y  enough people  t o  popu la t e  
. 
Codinq: n d e r l i n e  t h e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  and code it 7d. 
7.e. Ex a 1  .-BE NP-Relative Clause  
F i n a l l y r  a (more-or- less) well- formed r e l a t i v e  c l a u s e  
is made, t h a t  is,  t h e  r e l a t i v e  pronoun is supp l i ed  where 
necessary.  
(1) There a r e  a l o t  of people  who t h i n k s  t h a t  way. 
There a r e  many problems t h a t  can make 
marr iage  unsuccess fu l .  
e s i d e s  love ,  t h e r e  a r e  a l o t s  of l i v i n g  
problems you have t o  face .  
( 4 )  a r e  l o t s  of ways t h a t  we can do t o  
vo id  t h i s  problem. 
Codinq: t h e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  and code it 7e. 
7 l .  Miscel laneous c o n s t r u c t i o n s  
Because t h e r e  is no c a t e g o r y  t h a t  i n c l u d e s  
c o n s t r u c t i o n s  w i thou t  r e l a t i v e  c l a u s e s  
( o r  a t tempted ones ) ,  o r  which i n c l u d e s  o t h e r  
k inds  of c o n s t r u c t i o n s ,  , t h i s  w i l l  be  
t h e  miscel laneous ca tegory .  
1 
(1) Therefore ,  we could s a y  t h a t  t h e r e  have good 
f a m i l i e s  t h e r e  w i l l  have s t a b l e  developing 
country .  
(2 )  There is  a p i c n i c  t h i s  weekend. 
Coding: Under l ine  t h e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  and code it 7 l .  
7.f. S y n t a c t i c i z e d  Topic/Subject  - P r e d i c a t e  
Th i s  is t h e  u sua l  t y p e  of Engl i sh  Subjec t -Pred ica te  
cons t ruc t ion .  Inc luded  a s  S u b j e c t s  a r e  nominal NPs, 
gerunds,  i n f i n i t i v e s .  The d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  
i n f i n i t i v e  i n  (2 )  below and t h a t  i n  7.a. (1) is t h a t  i n  
t h i s  group, t h e  NPs a r e  b a s i c a l l y  well-formed and t h e y  a r e  
n o t  s t r i c t l y  " s e n t e n t i a l "  Subjec t s .  g.e U mL.sx& all 
S u b i e c t s  t hose  w i t h  i n f i n i t i v a l  gerundive  
Subjec t s .  a t h i s  ca t eqo rvc  & Subject- verb 
aqreement. 
(1) Having a l o t  of money i s n l t  important  t o  me. 
(2 )  To s t i c k  t o  t h o s e  impor tan t  r u l e s  i s n ' t  a 
hard job f o r  me. 
Codinq: unde r l i ne  t h e  Subjec t  and code it 7 f .  
8. Subject-Verb Agreement 
A l l  Subject- verb c o n s t r u c t i o n s  w i l l  be  coded f o r  
agreement ( o r  l ack  t h e r e o f ) ;  " +" =agreement; "-' =non- 
agreement* 
(1) My f a t h e r  he  go t o  work s i x  o ' c lock  [ - &GRJ 
( 2 )  Some people ,  he has  a. l o t  of problem [+ AGR] 
( 3 )  My s i s t e r  says  she  has a l o t  of work t o  do 
[+ AGR; + AGR] 
( 4 )  People has l o t s  of  problems my count ry  
[- AGR] 
Coding: above each verb,  pu t  a "+" or a "-" t o  s i g n i f y  
whether t h e r e  is Subject- verb agreement. Disregard 
agreement i n  terms of tense .  Only code a u x i l i a r i e s  which 
can c a r r y  number agreement (e.g., a, &, m, &) and 
o t h e r  v e r b s  which a r e  i n  t h e  p r e s e n t  t e n s e ;  t h a t  is, ignore  
i n f i n i t i v e s ,  and if you g e t  any p e c u l i a r  c a s e s  of 'he 
y i l l s m  o r  "He wants (+agr )  t o  k a k e s  ( i n f i n i t i v e )  a ba th ,"  
j u s t  c i r c l e  them as excep t iona l  ca ses .  
9. S u b j e c t  PRO-drop 
Th i s  o n l y  cons ide r s  t h o s e  c a s e s  where a Sub jec t  is 
r e q u i r e d  i n  Engl i sh  s u r f a c e  s t r u c t u r e .  Suppl ied Sub jec t s  
w i l l  n o t  be  t a l l i e d ,  on ly  t h o s e  t h a t  a r e  erroneously  
omi t ted  w i l l  be  counted here.  Pro-drop w i l l  be  coded a s  
"PD" . 
(1) Depends on what t ime of yea r  you go. (PD) 
( 2 )  Because he went t o  school  e a r l y ,  came home ear ly .  
(PD) 
( 3 )  She went home and took a nap (OKAY; n o t  PD). 
( 4 )  He s a i d  t h a t  t o  wants t o  go home today (PD) 
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Coding: p l a c e  a "PD" above t h e  miss ing Subjec t .  
10. S e r i a l  Verbs 
Any s e r i a l  ve rbs  which a r e  n o t  counted i n  7.c. ,  w i l l  
be  counted here .  Reca l l  t h a t  7.c. c o n s t r u c t i o n s  a r e  l i k e :  
There many people  a good time i n  Hawaii. 
B a s i c a l l y ,  more than  one main ve rb  occu r s  i n  t h i s  sen tence ,  
t h e r e f o r e  it is counted a s  a s e r i a l  ve rb  (SV) cons t ruc t ion .  
T a l l y  any s e r i a l  ve rb  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  ( i . e . ,  not  
i nc lud ing  t h e s e  e x i s t e n t i a l  t ypes )  i n  t h i s  ca tegory .  I f  
t h e  ve rbs  a r e  s epa ra t ed  by commas, do no t  count them. 
Examples a r e :  
(1) Wife should go home t a k e  c a r e  of baby do 
housework (SV=3) 
( 2 )  Alo t  of men, t hey  cook d i n n e r  do t h e  d i s h e s  
(SV=2) 
Codinq: Under l ine  t h e  s e r i a l  ve rb  s t r i n g  and above i t  put 
"SVn and t h e  number of conca tena ted  ve rbs  a f t e r  i t .  
Note t h a t  some c a s e s  of s e r i a l  ve rbs?  a s  i n  t h o s e  i n  7 a  and 
7c  can be cons idered  Topics s i n c e  a s  t hey  appear t hey  a r e  a 
kind of "heavy Subject ."  
L i  and Thompson (1981:620) i d e n t i f y  s e r i a l  v e r b  i n  
Mandarin) as fo l lows:  " t h e r e  a r e  a t  least  two (and 
v a r i o u s  numbers of noun ph rases )  t h a t  are conca tena ted  t o  
exp res s  one overa  s t a t e  of affairs." The s t r i n g  
is: 
(NP) V (NP) (NP) V (NP) 
11. Topic Chains 
These w i l l  be t a l l i e d  s e p a r a t e l y *  
APPENDIX B 
Summary & Freauencv S t a t i s t i c s  a Deuendent Measures 
Broken & & Pro f i c i encv ,  snd  L l  z P r o f i c i e n c y  
Depend. Independent Sum Mean Standard Cases S i g n i f  
Measure V a r i a b l e s  Devia t ion  
Ll M 
PROF low 1.0 0.03 0.17 35 
. medium 3.0 0.09 0.37 3 5 
high  0.0 0.00 0.00 3 5 
............................................................ 
Depend- Independent Sum Mean Standard Cases S i g n i f  
Measure V a r i a b l e s  D e v i a t i o n  
............................................................ 
L l  M 
PROF low 7 - 0  0 - 2 0  0. 41  35 
medium 5 - 0  0 - 1 4  0 . 4 3  35 
h i g h  4 - 0  0-11 0 - 3 2  35 
---------------------------------------------------,-----.---- 
LJ. LJ 
PROF low 1 7 - 0  0 - 4 9  0 - 7 8  
medium 1 2 - 0  Oe34 0 . 5 9  
h i g h  2 1 - 0  0 - 6 0  1 - 0 9  
L l  M 
PROF low 2 5 - 0  0 - 7 1  1eO2 35 
medium 1 7 . 0  0 - 4 9  0 - 7 4  35 
h i g h  1 3 - 0  0 - 3 7  0 - 6 5  35 
Depend. Independent Sum Mean Standard Cases S i g n i f  
Measure Variables Deviation 
............................................................ 
LOC 2c Entire Grp 2 2 . 0  O m 1 O  0 * 3 5  2x0 
There * ................................................... 
VP + By Ll/ J 11.0 0.10 0.34 - 105 
in LOC 
-
M 11.0 O m l O  0.36 105 
................................................... 
By PROF/low 10.0 0.14 0 . 4 3  70 
medium 9.0 O m 1 3  0*38 7 0  
h i g h  3.0 0 - 0 4  0.20 70 
................................................... 
Ll J 
PROF low 6*0 0.17 0.45 35  
medium 3 Om09 0 - 2 8  35 
h i g h  2 * 0  0.06 0.24 35 
................................................... 
Ll M 
PROF low 4.0 O m l l  0 . 4 0  35  
medium 6.0 0.17 O a  45 35  
h i g h  1.0 0.03 0.17 3 5 
............................................................ 
................................................... 
By PROF/low 34.0 0.49 0.88 7 0 
medium 37.0 0.53 0.81 7 0 
h igh  22.0 0.31 0.60 7 0 
................................................... 
L l  J 
PROF low 22.0 0.63 1-00 
medium 20.0 0.57 0.81 3 5 
h igh  10.0 0.29 0.57 35 
................................................... 
L l  M 
PROF low 12.0 0.34 0.73 35 
medium 17.0 0.49 0.82 35 
h iqh  12.0 0'34 0.64 . 35 
L l  M 
PROF low 9.0 0.26 0.66 35 
medium 10.0 0.29 0.52 35 
h igh  7.0 0.20 0.41 35 
............................................................ 
Depend. Independent Sum Mean Standard Cases S i g n i f  
Measure Variables Deviation 
Ll M 
PROF low 8 . 0  0 .23  0 . 4 9  35 
medium 9 . 0  0 . 2 6  0 . 7 8  35 




PROF low 12.0 0 . 3 4  0.59 35  
m e d i u m  11.0 0.31 0.58 35 
high  12.0 0.34 0.73 35 
............................................................ 
~ ~ 7 b b  antire- 40.0 0.19 0.52  210 J3p-NP-w ................................................... 
By Ll/ J 14.0 - 0.13 0 .42  105 
M 26.0 0.25 0.60 105 
................................................... 
By P R O F / ~ ~ ~  12.0 0.17 0.42  70 
medium 13.0 0.19 0.49 70 
h i g h  15.0 0.21 0 . 6 3  70 
................................................... 
LI J 
PROF low 5 . 0  0.14 0.43 35  
medium 5 . 0  0.14 0.49 35 
h i g h  4 . 0  0.11 0.3 2 35 
................................................... 
LI M 
PROF low 7 . 0  0.20 0.41 35  
medium 8.0 0.23 0 . 4 9  35 
high 11.0 0.31 0.83 35 
--- ................................................. 
Depend. Independent  Sum Mean S tandard  Cases S i g n i f  
Measure V a r i a b l e s  Devia t ion  
............................................................ 
Tot. 7B E n t i r e  Grp 103.0 0.49 0.85 210 
TC 7b+ ................................................... 
7bb By Ll/ J 42.0 0.40 0.72 105 
(PP/PZP- M 61.0 0.58 0.96 105 
NP-w) ................................................... 
By PROF/low 36.0 0.51 0.83 7 0  
medium 28.0 0.40 0.73 7 0 
high 39.0 0.56 0.97 7 0 
................................................... 
L l  J 
PROF low 17 .0  0.49 0.24 3 5 
medium 9.0 0.26 0.37 3 5 
h igh  16.0  0.46 0.24 3 5 
................................................... 
Ll J 
PROF low 2.0 0.06 0.24 35 
medium 1.0 0.03 0.17 35 
h igh  0.0 0.00 0.00 35 
Ll J 
PROF low 0-0 Om00 0.00 35 
TC 7f Entire Grp 3 7 . 0  0 . 1 8  0.47 210  
................................................... 
Gerund By L l /  J 1 6 . 0  0 . 1 5  0 .43  105 
+ VP M 2 1 . 0  0 . 2 0  0 . 5 1  105 (+AGR) .................................................... 
By PROF/low 7 . 0  0.10 0 . 3 0  7 0  
medium 1 4 . 0  0 . 2 0  0 .44  7  0 
h i g h  1 6 . 0  0 .23  0 . 6 2  7  0 
................................................... 
L l  M 
PROF low 7 . 0  0 . 2 0  0 .47  35 
medium 2 0 . 0  0.57 0 . 9 2  35 
h i g h  10.0 0 .29  0 . 5 7  35 
............................................................ 
Depend. Independent Sum Mean Standard Cases S i g n i f  
Measu~e Variables Devlakion 
Ll J 
PROF low 29.0 0.83 Om 98 35 
medium 25.0 0-71 0.93 35 
high 29.0 0.83 1.12 35 
Total E n t i r e  Grp 108-0 0.51 0 . 8 4  210 
- ................................................... 
( 7 c + 7 d +  By Ll/ J 53.0 0.50 0.77 105 
7e+7Â£ fl 5 5 . 0  0 . 5 2  0.91 105 
7 t + 2 c )  ................................................... 
By P R O F / ~ ~ ~  28-0 O S 4 0  0.79 7 0  
medium 42 .0  0.60 0.91 70 
h igh  38.0 0.54 0.83 70 
................................................... 
Ll J 
PROP low 15.0 Om43 0.70 35  
medium 17-0 0 . 4 9  0 . 7 4  35 
high  21.0 0.60 0.88 35 
................................................... 
Ll M 
PROF low 1 3 . 0  0.37 0.88 35 
medium 2 5 . 0  0.71 1.05 3s 
h igh  17.0 Ue49 0 . 7 8  35  
............................................................ 
Depend. Independent Sum Mean Standard Cases S i g n i f  
Measure V a r i a b l e s  D e v i a t i o n  
............................................................ 
Ll M 
PROF low 3 2 5 . 0  9 .29  3 .98  35 
med 3 8 1 - 0  10 .89  3 -76  35 
high 373 .0  1 0 - 6 6  4.65 35 
Depend. Independent Sum Mean Standard Cases Signif 
Measure Variables Deviation 
............................................................ 
AGR 3 Entire Grp 186.0 0.89 1.17 210 
Verbs ................................................... 
W/O By Ll/ J 75.0 0.71 . 0.99 105 * 
AGR M 111.0 1.06 1.32 105 p < .05 
(raw ................................................... 
scores) By PROP/lOw 76.0 1.09 1.39 70 
medium 66'0 0.94 1.18 7 0 
high 44.0 0.63 0.87 7 0 
---------------*----------------------------------- 
Ll J 
PROF low 28.0 0.80 1.11 35 
medium 23.0 0.66 0.84 35 
high 24.0 0.69 1.02 35 
.................................................... 
Ll M 
PROF low 48.0 1.37 1.59 3 5 
medium 43.0 1.23 1.40 3 5 
high 20.0 0.57 0.70 3 5 
................................................................. 
Depend. Independent Sum Mean Standard Cases S i g n i f  
Measure V a r i a b l e s  Deviat ion 
% AGR 1 E n t i r e  Grp 0- 91 0 -12  210 
Verbs ................................................... 
wi th  AGR By L l /  3 0- 93 O m  09 105 * 
d iv ided  M 0- 89 0-12  105 p < -05 
by ................................................... 
AGRl+2+3 By PROF/ low 0-89  0.15 70  
medium 0.91 0-11 70  
high 0.94 0- 09 70  
................................................... 
Ll 3 
PROF low 0.91 0.11 35 
medium 0-94 0-07  35 
high o* 94 0- 10 35 
................................................... 
Ll M 
PROF low 0 -  86 0-17  35 
medium 0.88 0.13 35 
high 0 -93  0 -09  35 
............................................................ 
Depend. Independent Sum Mean Standard Cases S i g n i f  
Measure Variables Dev ia t i on  
............................................................ 
Depend- Independen t  Sum Mean S t a n d a r d  Cases S i g n i f  
Measure V a r i a b l e s  D e v i a t i o n  
............................................................ 
S e r i a l  E n t i r e  Grp 2 1 - 0  0-10 0.33 210 
Verbs ................................................... 
( n o t  By Ll /  J 4 - 0  0 - 3 9  1 - 0 6  1 0 5  ** 
7 c )  M 1 7 - 0  0 - 1 6  0 - 4 0  105  p < -01 
................................................... 
By P R O F / ~ ~ ~  9 - 0  0.13 0 - 3 8  7 0  
medium 8 - 0  0-11 0 - 3 6  7 0  
h i g h  4 - 0  0 - 0 6  0.23 7 0  
................................................... 
L l  J 
PROF low 
medium 2 - 0  0 - 0 6  0 - 3 4  35  
h i g h  2 - 0  0 - 0 6  0 - 2 4  35  
L l  M 
PROF low 9 - 0  0.26 0 - 5 1  3 5  
T o t a l  E n t i r e  Grp . 2 9 - 0  0 - 1 4  0 - 3 9  210 
S e r i a l  ................................................... 
Verbs  By Ll /  J 7 - 0  0 - 0 7  0 - 2 9  1 0 5  ** 
SV4-7 c )  M 22.0 0 - 2 1  0- 47 105  p < -01 
APPENDIX C 
EXCERPTS FROM COMPOSITIONS 
Japanese  
(S5) 
1. Today's worldl t h e r e  are two f e a t u r e s .  
2. HoweverI t h e r e  is t h e  dangerous of a d v e r t i s i n g .  
(S33) 
3. I t  have been become ve ry  convenient  our  d a i l y  l i f e .  
4. Recent ly ,  Japanese  was c a l l e d  'Economic Animal". 
5. For example, i f  our human be ings  u s e  TV and rad io ,  
we can understand t h a t  what happen today a l l  of 
t h e  world. 
6. I f  we use  c a r l  we can go any p l a c e  i n  t h e  country .  
7. I f  we use  washing machinel we can c u t  o f f  t h e  t ime 
i n s t e a d  of hand washing. 
(S36) 
0. I n  j u n i o r  high schoo l I  howeverl t h e r e  is obvious 
d i s c r i m i n a t i o n  i n  Japan. 
9. Most h igh s c h o o l s I  i n  Japan a r e  made f o r  g i r l s  
and boys s e p a r a t e l y .  
10. And 213 of h igh  school  s t u d e n t s I  i n  Japan began 
t o  a t t e n d  t h e  u n i v e r s i t i e s .  
11. Many people  s a i d  t h a t  it was e a s i e r  t o  educa te  
them according t o  t h e  c h a r a c t e r  of d i f f e r e n t  sex.  
12. The re fo re l  i n  t h e  g i r l s  s choo l l  t h e  t ime of 
p o l i t i c a l  s c i e n c e  c l a s s  of p h y s i c s  c l a s s  is 
reduced and they  a r e  fo rced  t o  l e a r n  cookingI 
sewing8 washing c l o s e s l  etc. 
13. On t h e  o t h e r  hand, boys a t  h igh schoo l s I  they  
l e a r n  more s c i e n t i f i c  t h i n g s  and they  a r e  
encouraged t o  s tudy  hard f o r  t h e  u n i v e r s i t y .  
(S41) 
14. I n  Japan,  men a r e  c e r t a i n l y  dominant because of 
h i s t o r y .  
15. I n  Tokugawa Era, Eeyasu Tokugawa was i n t e r e s t e d  
i n  s tudying  Confucius i n  China. 
16. I f  t h e  men has  a c o n ~ u m b i n a g e ~  t h e  w i f e  has  t o  b e  
p a t i e n t 8  i n  o rde r  t o  keep t h e  family .  
17. I n  1980s t h e  t ime has been changed. 
18. I b e l i e v e ,  it is important  t o  have women's 
l i b e r a t i o n .  
19.  B u t  i n  Japan,  t hey  s t i l l  have d i s t i n g u i s h  between 
men and women. 
(S54) 
20. The h a r d e s t  p e r i o d  i n  my l i f e ,  i t ' s  I t h i n k ,  t h e  
t ime  I gradua ted  co l l ege .  
21. The t e a c h e r ,  he is a  s c i e n c e  t e a c h e r ,  in f luenced  
me. 
22. But when I r e a l l y  became a  school  t e a c h e r ,  I 
unders tand i t ' s  very  hard work. 
23. Moreover, t h e r e  a r e  a  l o t  of s t u d e n t s .  A l l  of them 
has each c h a r a c t e r .  
(S12) 
24.  Then some p o l i t i c i a n s  emphasized t h a t  t o  make 
Japan i n t e r n a t i o n a l  country  Engl i sh  m u s t  be used 
i n  educat ion.  
25. I f  t h e i r  opinion won, now maybe I can speak Engl ish  
. ve ry  w e l l , - w r i t e  Engl i sh  very wel l .  
26. So now we a r e  educated i n  our own language. 
27. But when it began t h e r e  were many d i f f i c u l t ,  
problem. 
28. Thesis ,  words o r  something l i k e  t h a t ,  had t o  
t r a n s l a t e  i n t o  Japanese .  
29. I n  Hawaii always blow wind named ' T r a f f i c  Wind". 
30. I n  Japanese  we c a l l  it "Boueki f u n .  
31. They a r e  d i f f i c u l t  t o  exp la in  what t h e y  mean. 
(S43) 
32. Father  B u r t  Gramelspacher. He gave a  g r e a t  
i n luence  t o  my l i f e .  
33. Most of t r a i n e e s  a r e  s e n t  from t h e i r  company t o  
s tudy  t h e r e  f o r  t h r e e  monthes. 
3 4 .  And on h i s  room's door, t h e r e  was a  s i g n  says  
" D i r t y  o l d  man here". 
(S72) 
35. I t  can b e  s a i d  ahuman?n when people  have t h e s e  
t h r e e  independence. 
36. I t  cannot  be  s a i d  'men should be g iven  t h e  f i r s t  
cho ice  f o r  c o l l e g e  en t r ance?  f o r  t hey  a r e  t h e  
c h i e f  wage earners. '  
(S87) 
37. To a t t e n d  an American u n i v e r s i t y  g i v e s  m e  a  g r e a t  
b e n e f i t  i n  my l i f e .  
38. I n  homeland, we have t o  read o r  sometimes w r i t e  
i n  Engl ish .  
3 9 .  Of cour se  we a r e  ob l iged  t o  do i n  Engl i sh  i n  
U e r i c a  however. 
40. I th ink  t h a t  it is  d e s i r a b l e  t o  a t t e n d  an American 
school  a f t e r  some y e a r s  Engl i sh  t r a i n i n g  i n  
homeland. 
41 .  W e ,  f o r e i g n e r s  can e a s i l y  apply American 
u n i v e r s i t i e s ,  s tudy  i n  d e t a i l  a l s o .  
(S6 )  
42 .  I f  you want t o  v i s i t  Niagara F a l l s ,  watch 
t e l e v i s i o n  and you can s e e  t h e  g i g a n t i c  view wi th  
4 channel  sound. 
43. I f  you want t o  see a movie, watch t e l e v i s i o n  and 
you can s e e  it f o r  f r e e .  
44 .  I have t o  admit t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  a  few good p o i n t s  of 
watching TV such a s  educa t iona l  TV. 
(S37)  
4 5 -  I f  he/she goes a s  a  s i g h t s e e n e r  and look around Â £ O  
a  week o r  so ,  I recommend h i d h e r  t o  v i s i t  Tokyo, 
Osaka, Kyoto, and Nara. 
46.  I t  is  n o t  exaggerated t o  say t h a t  a l l  t h e  people  
from abroad a r e  s u r p r i s e d  t o  s e e  t h e  numbers of  
' people  . 
47. There a r e  s o  many people  t h a t  i t  is hard t o  f i n d  a 
good house o r  apartment t o  l i v e .  
48. To Osaka a v i s i t o r  w i l l  have n e a r l y  t h e  same 
express ion  a s  he has  on Tokyo. 
49. A s  f o r  Kyoto and Nara, t h e r e  a r e  a l o t  of books and 
adve r t i s emen t s  on them. 
SO. So sometimes t h e r e  a r e  v i s i t o r s  who know more than 
Japanese  about them. 
(S67)  
51. A f t e r  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of  Malthus, t h e  problem of 
popu la t ion  has  been thought  t o  be  very  important .  
5 2 .  I th ink  t h a t  t h e  problem is very  important  and 
should be  reso lved  a s  soon a s  p o s s i b l e .  
5 3 .  Taking t h e  c a s e  of food,  I th ink  t h a t  t h e  f u r t h e r  
growth of p roduc t ion  is hoped r a t h e r  than on t h e  
land.  
54.  We e a t  on ly  smal l  k inds  of f i s h e s ,  bu t  t h e r e  a r e  
many k inds  of f i s h e s  i n  t h e  s e a  of t h e  world. 
55 .  I t  is hoped t o  develop t h e  un fami l i a r  k inds  of 
f i s h e s .  
56.  F i n a l l y ,  cons ide r ing  t h e  b i r t h  c o n t r o l ,  I d o n ' t  
know what is t h e  b e s t  way of it because 1 am a 
s i n g u l a r .  
5 7 *  I hear there is no perfect way t o  avoid to become 
pregnant. 
(S7 4 1 
58.  (This is natural  for Americans}. But as for me, 
it was sensational, since in Japan 1 had to study 
Engl i sh  as compulsory. 
59. When I was i n  Japan af ter  becoming in English, I 
kept on studying English and taught myself, 
Japanese TCG (Tap 7bp 7bb) 
1. The main rea&on* of course, I want t o  study 
English (S3) . 
2 .  For t e a c h i n g  English in Japan, we will take 
advantage if we are graduated from u n i v e r s i t y  in 
America OK England (S3). 
3 *  For example, college l i f e ,  how to study, what is 
the main point of them etc. (S3) 
4 *  The fact that married couple w i l l  reduce having 
their c h i l d r e n  alot if t h e  government will n o t  
pay them alot  ( S 2 4 ) .  
5. Most high sihaols, in Japan are made fo r  g i r l s  and 
boys separately (S36). 
6. And 213 of high school s t u d e n t s ,  in Japan beqan 
to a t t e n d  t h e  un ivers i t i e s  (S36). 
7. On t h e  other hand, boys at high schools, they l earn  
more sc ient i f ic  th ings  and they are encouraged to 
study hard f a r  the university (S36). 
0.  The hardest  period of my l i f e ,  itms 1 t h i n k ,  the 
time I graduate college (SS4 )  
9. The teacher, he is a science teacher? inf luenced  
me { S 5 4 ) .  
10. From the view~oink of a small country, we are a b l e  
to find both advantage and disadvantage to be 
governed by a l a r g e  country (S78). 
11. Fxom the viewpoint of a large country, we are also 
able to f i n d  both advantage and disadvantage to be 
governed by a large country {S78) .  
12. According to world h i s t o r y ,  the biggest war? World 
War I and World War 11 b r e a k 4  af te r  large 
increasing in the population (S89)  . 
13. A wife as a woman, s h e  have to obey her husband 
even if she knows t h a t  he is wrong (S99). 
14. For people who are t o o  busy to go shopping or 
Living in the countryside far from t h e  city, 
it's very convenient system (S1021. 
15. And t h e  way I was (!) s o  d i f f e r e n t  from t h e  way 
t h e  h o s t  p a r e n t s  t r e a t  t h e i r  c h i l d r e n  (SlO).  
16 -  T h e s i s !  words o r  something l i k e  t h a t  had t o  
t r a n s l a t e  i n t o  Japanese  ( S l 2 ) .  
1 7 *  (The young p re s iden t !  John F. Kennedy! pu t  
emphasis on v i t a l i t y  and v igo r . )  On t h e  cont ra ry!  
t h e  71-year o l d  p re s iden t !  Ronald Reagan wants 
t h e  United S t a t e s  of America t o  be  t h e  good and 
o l d  America (S20).  
1 8 *  A s  t o  t h e  p o s i t i v e  aspec ts !  h e r e  a r e  some (S20).  
19. and t h e  way they  t r e a t e d  me* They d i d n ' t  
t r e a t  me t h e  way I was expected (S31).  
20m During t h e  p e r i o d  whi le  I was g e t t i n g  used t o  
t h e  new c u l t u r e !  I ca l l  it " t h e  h a r d e s t  pe r iod  i n  
my l i f e n  (S31) 
21. T; Osaka a v i s i t o r  w i l l  have n e a r l y  t h e  same 
express ion  a s  he h a s  on Tokyo (S37) 
22* A s  f o r  Kyoto and Nara! t h e r e  a r e  a l o t  of  books and 
adve r t i s emen t s  on them (S37) . 
23m Ac tua l ly f  I d i d n ' t  l i k e  him because f o r  mef he was 
a kind of cramming t y p e  of person who was always 
s tudying  i n  o rde r  t o  g e t  good g rades  (S40) . 
24.  No d i s c r i m i n a t i o n  toward aged people  i n  s tudying .  
What a  l i b e r a l i z e d  idea  (S50) -  
25- I n  o t h e r  words! f o r  s u r v i v a l  d a i l y  n e c e s s i t i e s !  f o r  
example! c leaning!  cooking, washing a r e  very  
important  (S59) . 
26* A f t e r  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of Malthus! t h e  problem of 
popula t ion  has  been thought  t o  be  ve ry  important  
(S67) 
27* Taking t h e  c a s e  of food! I t h i n k  t h a t  t h e  f u r t h e r  
growth of p roduc t ion  i n  t h e  s e a  is hoped r a t h e r  
than  on t h e  l and  (S67). 
28. ( T h i s  is n a t u r a l  f o r  Americans)* But as f o r  mef 
it was sensa t iona l !  s i n c e  i n  Japan I had t o  s tudy  
Engl i sh  as compulsory. 
Mandarin 
U Y d L  
B u t  t h e  water is polluted. 
We drink it j us t  like drink the poison* 
The poison go i n t o  our body destroy  our l i v i n g  
cellsm 
How bout animals, don't they  drink water? 
- 
When we breathe  bhose a i r ,  then into our lungs .  
If t h e  political s i tuat ion is stead (I think this 
is khe most important thing in China and 1 hope 
so) I'm s u r e  t h a t  our c o u n t r y  will develop 
quickly.  
There will be a refrigerator in kicken,  
It will be achieved.  
If the political situation is f i rm,  1 hope that 
every people in our country w i l l  not be conf ined  
so much* 
It coursed a l o t  of fish, planks to be k i l l e d .  
And even people themselves, they got strange sick. 
But how to cut down the pollution immediately, i k m s  
rea l ly  a big problem. 
If we can't find a goad method one day, t h e  world 
will become a dirty dark place* 
But if we consider t h e  goal  of our l i f e ,  we just 
want to have a safe" comfortablef wealthy food 
place. 
In outcountry P r e s i d e n t  is as our people. 
There are s i x  p a ~ t s  of our goverment that manerging 
t h e  countryg 
There is no law g i v e  more power to govenet and 
limite the freedom of people. 
So in Taiwan there is no s t r i k e .  
And s t r i k e  is no needm 
In t h e  meantime, these  case won't happen t o  an 
American family. 
'It comes another problem to me to overcomer it is 
the problem of normal courses. 
It was very hard for  me to ca tch  up w i t h  t h e  
teachers at t h e  beginning, 
23. When I a r r i v e d  a t  t h e  a i r p o r t ,  I immediately 
recognized t h e  t h e  s h a r p  d i f f e r e n c e s  between a 
western  and an o r i e n t a l  c o u n t r i e s .  
akYeL2 
(S106) 
24. There a r e  many c r i t e r i a  t o  a t t a c k  o r  defend t h i s  
s ta tement .  
25. There a r e  so  many people  t hey  d o n i t  know why they  
want t o  be  i n  co l l ege .  
26. I n  r e s p e c t  of above main g o a l s  of educa t ion ,  one 
should know, t h e r e  a r e  no th ing  t o  do of t h e  sex 
d i f f e r e n c e  i n  t h e  cho ice  of who w i l l  be  cons idered  
t o  be en t ranced  i n  c o l l e g e .  
27. The one who meet t h e  requirement"  o r  who h a s  t h e  
p o t e n t i a l  t o  be  educated f o r  t h e  g o a l s  is r e a l  
one. 
(S121) 
28. A s  we know, t h e r e  i s  a t e n  y e a r s  break i n  Chinese 
educat ion.  
29. I t  is ha rd ly  t o  imagine t h a t  one can make good 
p rog res s  i n  h i s  s tudy  i n  such a co l l ege .  
30. There a r e  p l e n t y  of s c i e n t i s t s  and p r o f e s s o r s  i n  
American c o l l e g e .  They a r e  working o r  so lv ing  
most d i f f i c u l t  problem. 
31. I n  China, we have some good p r o f e s s i o n a l  people.  
32. China need advanced knowledge t o  perform her  
modernization.  
(S155) 
33. When 1 was n ine t een  y e a r s  o ld ,  I f i n a l l y  g o t  my 
f a t h e r i s  permi t  t o  l e a r n  Kung Fu. 
34. Chang, Tse-Tung -- my s e e f u ' s  name, s i x t y  y e a r s  
o l d ,  a man who was a v e r y  famous m a r t i a l  a r t i s t  
dur ing  h i s  e a r l y  years .  
35. I n  Chinese, See means t eache r .  
36. H e  is n o t  a k ind  of people  who t a l k  a l o t ,  bu t  do a 
l i t t l e .  
37. P r a c t i c i n g  Kung Fu is a hard work. 
38. There were a few t imes,  l almost  t r i e d  t o  g i v e  up, 
39. My master  kept  couraging met asked m e  n o t  t o  g i v e  
UP. 
40. I t  has  been e i g h t  y e a r s  s i n c e  I p r a c t i c e d  Kung Fu. 
(S185) 
41.  A s  an a d u l t ,  t h e  work, t h e  fami ly  and t h e  f r i e n d s  
w i l l  i n f l u e n c e  o n e i s  l i f e .  
42. So wheater  t h e  a t t i t u d e  w i l l  go on p o s s i t i v e  s i d e  
o r  n e g a t i v e  s i d e ,  depend upon on o n e ' s  l i v i n g  - 
environment . 
43. Be more aware of what ' s  happening, i n c r e a s e  
unders tanding toward i t s e l f ,  o t h e r s t  and t o  t h e  - 
s i t u a t i o n .  
44. Capablet w e l l  expe r i ence  and have a b e t t e r  judgment. 
45. Afra id  t o  f a c e  t h e  r e a l i t y .  - 
46. "Aging," n e g a t i v e  f e e l i n g s  a r e  involve.  
47. F e e l  u s e l e s s  and powerless.  
48. Exper ience t h e  p h y s i c a l  c r i s i s 8 incapable  a t  some - I 
degree. 
49. From my p o i n t s  of view* aging is t h e  p roces s  of  
f e e l i n g  involve.  - 
50. Is an emotional  t h i n g s .  
(Sill) 
51. To i n c r e a s e  our a g r i c u l t u r a l  p roduc t  and o t h e r  
n a t u r a l  sou rces  -- we may c a l l  it our essent i 'a l  - 
requirements  t o  l i v e .  
52. such a s  s y n t h e t i c  f u e l  o r  energy t h a t  can be  made 
by man. 
53. And t o  mig ra t e  people  on o t h e r  p l a n e t s  is a l s o  a 
b e s t  way t o  s o l v e  t h e  problem. 
54. An o l d  s a y t  t h e r e  is a w i l l 8  t h e r e  is a way. 
(S145) 
55. I n  a c l a s s  t h o s e  who are good a t  compet i t ion  w i l l  
g e t  b e t t e r  and b e t t e r  i n  t h e  school  work. b 
56. This  i d e a  is r e f l e c t e d  t o  t h e  r e l i g i o n .  
57. A s  a developing count ry ,  we now s t i c k  t o  our 
s u r v i v a l t  t h e  govenrment do every t h i n g  wi th  
extreme e f f o r t s .  - 
58. P l a c e s  l i k e  Hong Rong, Singapore8 China and e t c 8  
t h e r e  a r e  s o  populated t h a t  some of them become 
lack  of food. - 
' 59. I f  t h e  popu la t ion  of t h e  e a r t h  con t inues  t o  
i n c r e a s e  a t  t h e  p r e s e n t  r a t e ,  t h e r e  w i l l  be  many 
count ry  ends w i th  t h e  same problem a s  i n d i a  d i d  - 
r i g h t  now. 
60. B i r t h  c o n t r o l  is used. 
61. More than  t h i s  l i m i t a t i o n  w i l l  have t o  pay a 
- - 
c e r t a i n  tax .  - 
62. There a l s o  b u i l t  up s e v e r a l  b i r t h  c o n t r o l  i n s t i t u t e  
t o  g i v e  knowledge of b i r t h  c o n t r o l .  
63. Secondly, every count ry  should have t h e i r  law t h a t  - 
p r e v e n t s  o u t s i d e r s  from permanently r e s i d e s  i n  
64.  Another p o i n t  of view which I s t r o n g l y  a g a i n s t  i t  
is -- men a r e  t h e  c h i e f  wage ea rne r .  
65. And a s  f o r  t h e  women, having i n t e l l i g e n c e  and 
t a l e n t  a s  w e l l  a s  men, can a l s o  showing t h e i r  
e f f i c i e n c y  on t h e i r  work, and g e t  a  important  and 
h igher  p o s i t i o n  i n  a  company o r  i n  t h e  government. 
66. From on ly  t h i s  p o i n t  view, w e  can easy ly  t o  deny 
t h a t  men is n o t  t h e  on ly  c h i e f  wage e a r n e r s  i n  
t h i s  s o c i e t y .  
67. But t h e r e  is no connect ion t h a t  men should  be  
g iven  t h e  f i r s t  c h o i c e  f o r  c o l l e g e  en t rance .  
68* Besides l  i n  t h i s  count ry ,  we g e t  enough c o l l e g e s  
t o  mainta in  t h e  people  who want t o  be  more 
educated.  
69. A s  f o r  t h e  l a s t  p o i n t ,  I want t o  s a y  yes ,  it is 
n a t u r e  t h a t  t a k i n g  c a r e  of c h i l d r e n  and 
housekeeping is t h e  woman's r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  
(S17.5) 
70. I n  some f a m i l i e s  it is n o t  unusual  t h a t  t h e  woman 
is i n  f a c t  t h e  c h i e f  wage ea rne r .  
71. I n  a  fami ly ,  men and wonten should  s h a r e  and have 
t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  of  t h e i r  home and c h i l d r e n .  
72. A s  f a r  a s  a  fami ly  i k i  concerned,  men and women 
should s h a r e  every th ing .  
73. Having an educa t ion ,  can t r a i n  a  person t o  
unders tand t h i n g s  b e t t e r  and t o  l e a r n  how t o  
s o l v e  problems. 
(S170) 
74. I n  c i v i l i z a t i o n ,  people ,  e i t h e r  woman o r  man, 
should have a  h igher  educat ion.  
75. Although t a k i n g  c a r e  of c h i l d r e n  is womanls t a l e n t ,  
women should have t h e  same oppor tun i ty  t o  go t o  
c o l l e g e  and educa t e  themselves.  
76. It is ve ry  r i d i c u l o u s  t o  f o r b i d  woman t o  go t o  
t h e  co l l ege .  
77. I n  many a s p e c t s ,  we can s e e  many women a r e  ve ry  
capable  i n  t h e i r  c a r e e r .  
78. For example t h e  Prime b l in i s te r  of England. C l e a r l y ,  
her  a b i l i t y  goes  beyond many men. 
79. One t h i n g  f o r  s u r e ,  i f  hshe doesn ' t  have t h e  same 
cho ice  a s  man, s h e  would n o t  be t h e  Prime 
Minis te r .  
80. If women have t h e  same oppor tun i ty ,  t hey  can become 
t h e  c h i e f  wage-earners too.  
81. The  f i r s t  cho ice  f o r  c o l l e g e  e n t r a n c e  should  n o t  
g i v e  t o  men. 
TV stars, s ingers  are the person who the women and 
g i x l s  l i k e  {Sl3l]. 
Especially t h e  commercial, women buy anything that 
the TV says very good {S13l] 
For t h i s  problem, we had to change their opinions 
(S152). 
The population increased too fast that made many 
countries support l i f e  (S152). 
And for  h i s  opin ion ,  he thinks as long as he can 
make enough money to suppo~t our family is enough 
(S180). 
From the examination* students can r e a l l y  know how 
much they learn from t h e  class (S183). 
Now slot of Chinese, especially young people would 
stay home ( S l l O ) .  
For school, I have seen that t h e  student of US are 
have so much freedom (S1861. 
nWomen s h o u l d  concentrate on the home and childrenm 
is a unfair statement (S206). 
For slot of Chinese, t hey  though t h e  more k i d s  you 
have, they richer you are (S210). 
ThoughtsR t e l e v i s i o n  gave us lots of good, it gave 
us some bad idea too  (S126) 
In our television show alwaye have progEm from 
Korea, America and other countries (S126). 
How bout animals, donm t t hey  drink water (SlOg]? 
And even people themselves,  they got s trange  sick 
(S129). 
As for t h e  last point*  I want to say y e s ,  it is 
nature that t a k i n g  caKe oÂ children and doing 
housekeeping is t h e  woman* s job (S1691 
As f a r  as a family is concerned, men and women 
should share e v e ~ y t h h g  (S175). 
As to the job itself# my capability and ability of 
handl ing  my responsibilities was really more than 
enough (S200). 
TO the clevest s tudents  he will not  tell them t h e  
exact  answersr but encourage them to think 
themselves (S202) . 
To t h e  d u l l  ones# he w i l l  show them how to get t o  
the r i q h t  place quickly (S202). 
Hare peace- loving, and more enjoying the sexual 
intercourse -- it makes more i n f a n t s  born (S133) . 
21. The improvement of l i v i n g  environment: we have more 
powerful protect ion to a l l  kinds of diseases  e t c  
(S133). 
22.  &I old say, t h e r e  is a will! t h e r e  is a way ($111). 
23. From these  films, we can feel the warmth of the human 
beings and f i n d  the value to live (S165). 
24 .  How to maintain a family being happy a l l  the time? 
1 think it is a b i g  t h i n g  and n o t  easy (S182). 
2 5 -  From the point of sociology~ s o c i e t y  looks just l i k e  
rolling wheel (S190) . 
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